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PREFACE.

THE controversy between the First ]:arisb in Cambridge and
thé Rev. Dr. Abiel Holmes, their late pastor, in relation to his con-
duct in that office, being important in its character and conse-
quences, has attracted great attention, and excited a very extensive
and lively interest in the comuimity The civil and religious
rights, involved in this controversy, are invaluable ; and both reason
and religion require them to be preserved inviolate. T he invasion
or infringement of those rights, is a transgression of mioral and
religious principles, and one of the greatest injuries to rational
beings. Our wise, free, and independent government, grants and
secures civil and religious liberty to all its subjects, and, while it
recognises the existence of a PLURALITY OF SECTS, O DENOMINA-
TI0NS OF CHRISTIANS, standing on the basis of equality ; it pro-
hibits all laws, whick would produce a subordination of one of
them to another. Notwithstanding an exclusive spirit in religion is
opposed to reason, to the true spirit of Christianity, and to the
Jundamental principles of the Constitution of this Commonwealth,
and has a direct and powerful tendency to produce error, bigotry,
superstition, intolerance, and persecution, with all their pernicious,
terrific, and destructive consequences, yet the operations of that
exclusive spirit have, within a few years, spread their effects so
widely, even among *the enlightened people of New England, that
the ecclesiastical affairs of many other Parishes are very similar to
those of this Parish ; and, from that cause, their sympathies '
us have arisen, and numerous inquiries have been made contern-
ing our proceedings, and the effects produced by them. Although
not desirous of gratifying curiosity, and not solicitous to inﬁuex&
public opinion, we have hitherto uniformly felt a perfect willingness -
to have all the facts universally known.
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A narration of the facts is unnecessary here, as they will appear
from the perusal of the following pamphlet ; but it may be expe-
dient to mention a small number of facts, which may be useful in
connexion with those which, in strictness, belong to the controversy.
The two p ﬁlecessors of Dr. Holmes, as pastors of this Parish,
were the RéW Dr. Appleton and the Rev. Mr. Hilliard. Dr. Ap-
pleton was ordained in this Parish Oct. 9, 1747, and died Feb. 9,
1784. Mr. Hilliard was installed, as colleague to Dr. App]eton,
Oct. 27, 1783, and died May 9, 1790. Dr. Holmes was installed
in this Parish January 25, 1792. '

The numerous papers and statements by the memorialists and
by the Parish, will showathe causes, origin, and progress of the
controversy to this time. -The causes of complaint by the Parish
against Dr. Holmes are formally and fully stated in the complaint
before the ex parte Ecclesiasticg]l Council, one of which causes is
the fallowing: Dr. Holmes, in the last three years, by his
adoption of the Calvinistic exclusive system, in relation to pastoral
exchanges, amtrary to his former practice for more than thirty:
years, and to the practice of the above named predecessors, in our
opinion, had violated our invaluable rights, as men, as Christians,
and as the subjects of a government, founded on the principles of
civil and religious freedom. We have demanded a restoration ‘of
those rights ; and, in the means used by us-to recover them, we
have endeavoured to think and act with candor, moderation, and
Christian charity, but with independence and unfailing perseverance.
A review of our arguments, addressed to Dr. Holmes, and of our
proceedings, as individuals and as a Parish, in relation to him, con- .
vinces us, that we have done right, and leads us to anticipate the
approbation of all wise and impartial persons, who shall fully under-
stand the facts and principles, included in the.controversy. It was
not our intention, or wish, to publish a history of this controversy,
at this time; but Dr. Holmes' church, as they should be called,
HAVE COMPELLED US TO DO IT, IN SELF-DEFENCE. About the

of July last, a pamphlet, entitled, * An Account of the Con-
troygesy in the First Parish in Cambridge, 1827—1829, ”"and pur-
* porting to be publlshed pursuant to a vote of the church,” made its
¢ appearance in Cambridge. It excited some surprlse, as no
gvious intimation had been made to us, that such a publication
was intended. On an examination of the ¢ Account,” &ec. it was
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found to be a very imperfect, partial, mutilated, false, and deceptive
statement of the facts, principles, and arguments included in the
controversy, and to contain many uncharitable, satirical, and sophis-
tical comments and notes, and entire copies of the numerous papers
addressed by Dr. Holmes to the memorialists and the Parish, or
their Committee, but mutilations and misrepresentations of the
writings sent by them to Dr. Holmes.

The majority of the parishioners were convinced, that the * Ac-
count” &c., both by its deficiencies and misrepresentations, was
adapted to produce and propagate many, and great errors_and
prejudices, in relation to the controversy, and that it might prove
tnjurious to their rights and reputation, unless seasonably cor-
rected, and the deceptive and pernicious tendency of it counteracted-
Under these circumstances, they considered it an smperious duty to
the Parish, to the Council, and 14 cause of religion and virtue,
to publish the following pamphlet.® The Committee do not' arro-

- gate to themselves infallibility, or perfection ;. but they have en-
deavoured, by careful attention, and no small degree of industry, -
to make the following publication complete and accurate in all its
parts, as to the facts, principles, and arguments, included in the
controversy, that those who read 1t with care, candor, and impar-
tiality, may be able to form a right judgment. They have at-
tempted to publish true copies of all the writings to and from Dr.
Holmes, and of all the votes of the Parish, and of all remonstrances
by Dr. Holmes, by the minority of the parishioners, and majority
of the church, and of every writing relating to the controversy, and
have not allowed themselves the dangerous liberty of abridging,
making abstracts, stating the substance, &c. according to the exam~
ple of the publishers of the  Account,” &c. A book, perfectly
free from errors has seldom appeared in the world ; and it is not
improbable, that some of inconsiderable magnitude nfay be found
in the following pamphlet ; but it is hoped, if there are any, that
they will not alter any part of the substance or merits of the
case. L

The First Parish in Cambridge, confiding in the rectitude of
their cause, do not solicit sympathy, nor wish to excite passion or
prejudice ; but their intention is to address the understandings of
the wise, tmpartial, and jugt, and the dispassionate and unbiassed
Judgment of an enlightened and investigating community.
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Those who are prepared to decide a case before they know any
thing correctly concerning st, or, if they have any knowledge of it,
are determined to decide it, not according to the facts and the
rules of right, but tn conformity to their own interest, prejudices,
passions, party-spirit, erroneous theories, or misguided zeal, &c.
WE DO NOT REQUEST, or ADVISE to read this publication, which
is intended, and we believe adapted, to give a full and correct
koowledge of this controversy, and will, therefore, sncrease the
difficulty of deciding 4t, according to inclination, interest, party-
spirit, &c. Such persons will find a partial decision greatly facili-
tated by confining themseJves to the “ Account” by ¢ the church,”
which is, with uncommon ability, adapted to that kind of decision.

ABRAHAM HILLIARD,
ABEL WHITNEY,

.lrrosm::l}sngkxfs, Committee
9y 0]
wmu J. WHIPPLE, un’de;vi:h.
SYLVANUS PLYMPTON,

JOB WYETH.

First Parish in Cambridge, August 20, 1829.



CONTROVERSY.

MEMORIAL oF sUNDRY INHABITANTS oF THE FirsT PaRisH IN Cam-

BRIDGE; AND LEGAL VOTERS THEREIN, TO THE REV. ABIEL
Houmes, D. D. '

To the Rev. Dr. Holmes, Pastor of the First Church in Cambridge.

Sir,—The undersigned, members of the Church and Society of which you are
Pastor and Teacher, beg leave, very respectfully, to address you on a subject of
much moment. To this they are induced Py a sense of justice to their own
religious views and principles, and by motives of friengly and affectionate regard
to you, as their Teacher, in reference to the peace and order of the Church and
Society, and to the influence which will attend your professional services. »

The order, peace, and harmony, with which your Church and Society have
walked together for the long period of thirty-five years are matter of grateful
recollection to those of your subscribers,- who bave, from your introduction
to them until the present time, listened to your instructions, and are alike hon-
orable to you, and to those who have aftended your ministrations at the altar.

Your memorialists feel that this state of things is giving way to disaffection
and disunion, /and that there is reason to fear the commencement of a state of
feeling, the end of which they know not, hostile to the harmony of your Society,
and, in any view, seriously to be deprecated.

With these apprehensions, your memorialists feel it their duty, as lovers of peace,
as friends to their Pastor, as humble wishers for the prevalence of the Christian
virtues, to make known to you their fears, and to suggest to you what, in their
belief, will avert present, and prevent anticipaled evils,

We sre confident that some differences in theory between you and us will
not prevent the exercise of mutual charity and friendship. We candidly state to
you, Sir, that we are conscientiously and firmly attached to a system of religious
principles, more liberal, and we sincerely believe more rational and scriptural, than
those which have for a few years last past been delivered to us by that class of
preachers, whom you have invited to your pulpit.

Liberty of conscience is an invaluable and inalienable right, which each in-
dividnal possesses, and should wish and determine to preserve inviolate ; and it
will become the indispensable duty of each to resist every attem‘pt to infringe
that right,- or to deprive him of the unmolested enjoyment of the free operation
of his moral powers. While we claim for ourselves the enjoyment of this right,
we are not unmindful of your equal claim to its equal enjoyment; and we dis-
claim any right or wish to dictate to you in regard to your own religious senti-
ments. Actuated by friendly, affectionate, and christian regard to you, we
should be most unwilling to wound your sensibility, or to interfere with your
convictions of duty or rights of conscience. We, nevertheless, feel it consistent
with the respect due to you, as a minister of the gospel, and the affection we '
bear you as a Chtistian and a man, to invite your serious consideration of this
memcrial, which a sense of duty has called forth. .

The evils we fear are, a dimioution of the numbers of your Church and Socie-
ty, and the introduction of disagreement and disunion among those who consti-
tute them. Several persons have already left your parish, because they could
not hear, from those preachers, with whom you have, of late, exclusinely e~
changed, such religious discourses as they could approve, of oWl e condewwy,
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and divers others declare that they shall leave your society, unless they can hear
in your meetinghouse, ministers of more liberal sentiments than those above-
mentioned.

These evils, we apprehend, may be prevented by a recurrence to your former
practice of occasionally inviting.to your desk ministers of the gospel, who are
designated as Christians of liberal religious sentiments. We are satisfied that a
large majority of the nembers of the First Parish in Cambridge bave ever lis-
tened to those of this class, whom you formerly invited to co-operate with you
in religious services, with respect, with pleasure, and with advantage, and would
gladly continue to profit by their instractions.

It was some lime since heard by us, with regret, that it had become your de-
termination no longer to seek or permit their introduction to your pulpit. We
were slow to believe that ministers of the gospel, respected for their talents,
their purity of life, and engagedness in the common cause of Christianity, with
whom you had been for more than thirly years in the practice of exchanging in
labors of love, were henceforth to be considered as unworthy or unprofitable
fellow-workers, and debarred from further labors in this part of Christ’s vineyard.

With these suggestions, and with these views, we have been attentive and
anxious observers of the progress of things in your Society, and we much regret
that from this inspection we are constrained to declare our fears that such had
become your opinion. {

Convinced that this determination, if it exist, and be pursued, will be produc-

- tive of much unhappiness and division in a Church and Society, which have
heretofore lived in harmony and christian fellowship, and will essentially affect
our influence and usefulness as Pditor and Teacher, the subscribers, impelled
{y duty, and influenced by the desire of promoting the happiness and the best
interests of you and your parishioners, join in recommending to you a return to
that liberal system of professional exchanges, which you formerly practised ; and
in requesting you to exchange a reasonable proportion of the time with such
respectable clergymen of liberal sentiments in this vicinity, as have heretofore
been admitted into your pulpit, and with others of similar chm‘acter,/for the
purpose of removing the dissatisfaction, which how prevails among the members
of your Church and Congregation, and of preventing the evils to which we have
above alluded./
Cambridge, July 9th, 1827.

This memorial, bearing date July 9th, 1827, was signed by Israel
Porter and sixty-two others, and presented to Dr. Holmes, on the
20th of the same month, by a committee of the memorialists appoint-
ed for that purpose. It was also seen, examined, and approved, by
six other members of the Parish, whose names and approval were re-
ported to Dr. Holmes by said committee.* :

*On page 4, of the pamphlet, entitled “ An Account of the Controversy in
the First Parich in Cambridge : 1827—1829,” it is stated, ¢ The first notice of
dissatisfaction with the ministry, or of disaffection to the minister of the parish,
was expressed in a memorial, signed by a considerable number of (he parishioners,
dated July 9, 1827, ard presented to the pastor, on the 20th of the same month.”

Dr. Holmes adopted the exclusive system, in relation to pastoral exchanges,
without consulting his parishioners, and without giving them any notice of his
intention to exclude ministers of the liberal denomination from our pulpit. The
parishioners,f when they first observed the change in his practice, supposed that
it depended on his personal convenience, at the time, and almost two years’ ob-
servation was necessary to convince them, that Dr. Holmes, contrary to his own
practice for more than thirty years of his ministry in this parish, and to the prac-
tice of his predecessors, the Rev. Mr. Hilliard, and Rev. Dr. Appleton, had de-
termined to pursue the arrogant and uncharitable system cf exclusion.

It will be perceived from Dr. Holmes' papers, addressed to the parishioners and

( rish, that he, during a considerable period after the memorial was presented to

im, endeavored to conceal lus determination to adhere to that system, and that

\ he finally very reluctantly acknowledged his resolution not fo exchange, in
* future, with such liberal preachers, as he had before invited to our pulpit.
Within a short time after the parishioners were convinced by observation and
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AnsweR oF Rev. Dr. HoLMES B0 THE FOREGOING MEMORIAL.

Answer to a Memorial, signed by Israel Porter and others, presented o me on the
20th July, 1827,

BRETHREN AND FRIERDS,

I uave attended to your memorial with the thought and care, which my re-
gard to its subscribers and the importance of the subject required ; and ¢ for this
cause have bowed my knees to God ” for light and guvidance. Conscious of
having sought the peace, as well as the religious improvement and salvation of
the CEurch and People of my pastoral charge, during a ministry of thirty-five
years ; and equally conscious, that there is no change either in my desire or aim,
still to promote their peace and welfare, 1 could not but feel concern at an oc-
currence which seemed to have an unfavorable aspect upon both. On receiving
the first notice of the circulation of a memorial, 1 thought, and I still think, that
an interview with your pastor, before any paper had been drawn up, and names
solicited for i, would have been more favorable to truth and peacer It might
have prevented one mistake, at least, in your memorial, which, with the remark
subjoined to it, is adapted to excite an unkindly influence. The passage I refer
to, is what, you say, * was sometime since heard by you, with regret, that it had
become my determination no longer to seek or permit the introduction of min-
isters, designated as Christians of liberal religious sentiments, to my pulpit.”
Such a determination I never ultered ; and the remark subjoined, concerning the
light in which such ministers * were henceforth to be considered,” I never made.

If the object of the memorial is, to introduce principles greatly at variance
with those of your own minister, in the ministrations of tge sanctuary ; you will
indulge me in candidly presenting to you the difficulties and dangers, that would
be apprehended from so diversified and indefinite a course of public service.

There are ministers designated as liberal, who are decidedly of the opinion,
that an exchange with ministers of the original principles of the New England

-\’ Churches, is not advisable. Such exchanges have been sometimes found unac-
-Iceptable and injurious. Exception has been taken to a discourse, delivered by~
a minister of pre-eminent character for theological learning and talents, ortho-
doxy and charity, on an exchange with a minister denominated liberal ; and the
reacher has been interrogated upon the subject in the broad aisle, before he
Kad left the church, in which he had performed the service. .

Ministers and Churches denominated liberal, no less than those of most other

denominations, appegr to consider it neither useful nor expedient to have very

inquiry, that Dr. Holmes had resolved to confine his exchanges to Calvinists, said

memorial was addressed to him, for the purpose of recalling him to his former
ractice, and of inducing him to remedy the complaints, which he had caused
y his INRovaTiONS in his pastoral conduct.

Dr. Holmes had notice, thal a majority of his parishioners were Unitarians, and
were dissatisfied with his Calvinistic and Trinitarian tenets and preaching, a
considerable period before said memorial was written. This fact admits of very
easy and conclusive proof. Some votes of his Church, previous to the memo-
rial, should have convinced Dr. Holmes, that there was not a perfect harmony be-
tween him and his Church, in their theories and feelings, in relation to liberal
preachers and to exclusive practice. The votes of the church, in reference to
the respective ordinations of the Rev. Mr. Gannett and the Rev. Mr. Pierpont
of Boston, are, undoubtedly, deeply impressed on Dr. Holmes’ memory. Dr.
Holmes probably recollects, that his church voted to join in each of those ordi-
nations, and attended by its delegates. The above mentioned  considerable num-
ber ” of signers, was sixty-three, and six other very respectable parishioners exam-
ined said memorial and approved the statements and principles therein, and their
names were reported to Dr. Holmes by the Commitiee, who presented the memo-
rial, making the whole number sixry-NINE ; 8 number at Jeast twice as large as the

" greatest number of voters of the minority, and three times as large as their
average number of voters, at the parish meetings mentioned in this volume.
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diverse and o e doctrines delivered to those who compose their stated re-
ligious assemblies. The subject is believed to be uniformly left to the discretion
of the pastors, who are, or ought to bepthe best yudges of what is profitable for their
hearers, and who, as having a high personal responsibility, are bound religiously
to determine what is right and consistent for themselves.

Precedents,. whether in civil or ecclesiastical.concerns, are no farther obliga-
tory, than the cases and circumstances ure the same, or so similar as to present
a fair evidence of an obligation to regard them. The religious principles, now
avowed by many churches and ministers, it is well known, are essentially, or
very widely, different from those which were held by the same churches and
their ministers, thirty years ago ; and this difference has become more strikingly
apparent, within the last few years, -

inisters and churches, of both these descriptions, may believe, that an inter-
ohanfe of public services, where the principles are known, or belicved to be,
greatly at variance, would be generally unprofitable, often dangerous, and, not
wafrequently, injurious. The pulpit, it might be feared, would become a place
of controversy, or of such diversity of doctrine, as would tend to produce, either
Qko'lpﬁcism, or an indifference to all religion.
he responsibility of a minister extends to his entire ministry. Men of the Ieiul
ession know it to be a maxim in Law, “ He that does by another, does by
imself.” It is alike true in the Gospel. Were a minister to be know-
ingly and willingly instrumental to the introduction of religious principles
which he believes to be dangerous to the souls of his people ;—should any thus
perish by his means, their blood would he required at his hand.

The principles upon which this Church and Congregation were originall

princip po 4 i H giaally
settled, and which have been uniformly maintained, are essentially the same as
those of the first churches of New England ; and these are the Erinciples which
I held and taught, at the time of my settlement here, and which I have never
found reason to alter.

With tirese views and convictions'of truth and duty, I persuade myself that
you will consider my reply with the same candor, with which I have endeavored
to consider your memorial ; and that you will allow your minister the same
liberty of conscience, which he allows you. This persuasion you authorize me.
to feel, by the respectful, kind, and friendly style and manner of your address,-
and by the assurance you give me, that you ¢ disclaim any right or wish to dic-
tate to me in regard to my own religious sentiments,” and that you are  actuat.
ed by friendly, affectionate, and Christian regard ”’ to me, and * should be most
unwilling, to wound my sensibility, or to interfere with my convictions of duty,
or rights of conscience.” ’ :

This first adverse occurrence, of serious moment, in my ministry, reminds me
of my ordination vows. These ‘ vows are upon me,” and it will be my en-
deavor to perform them. It will be my desire and aim, ¢ to love the truth and
peace,” and to be assiduous to preserve both among the feople of my pastoral
care; to “speak the truth in love,” and to prove myself faitbful to my divine
Master, and to you; “for we preach not ourselves, but Christ Jesus the Lord,
and ourselves your servants for Jesus’ sake.”

] I am, Brethren and Friends, your affectionate Pasfor,
' i A. HOLMES,*
Cambridge, 28th July, 1827. .

The above answer of Dr. Holmes, having been examined b
the memorialists, they adopted the following REpLy"thereto, whic
was presented to him by their committee, on the 2d of October, 1827,

* The foregoing papers, and all other correspondence between Dr. Holmes
and the Parishioners previously to the 20th of March, A. D, 1828, were read to
the Parish at a meetiag holden on that day—and by vote ordered to be filed, as
will appear by the record of said meeting.
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To the Rev. Dr. Holmes, Pastor of the First Church in Combridge.

/ Sir,—~When we recently transmitted to you our memorial, we presumed that
you would readily be convinced, that the request contained in it was reasonable,
charitable, and just, and that your compliance with it had become necessary,
as the best measure which you could possibly adopt, to produce, promote, an(i

reserve harmony, moral and religious improvement, prosperity, and happiness
in this parish. We believed, that the information given you in that memorial
would induce you, without delay, to remedy the evils therein complained of,
and to use your best exertions to give satisfaction to the memorialists.

After receiving your communication to uvs, in answer to our memorial, we
met, heard, and %ully considered your communicatian, and, after a candid and
critical examination of it, we feel ourselves under the necessity of statinﬁ to you,
that it appears to us, in several parts of it, ambiguous, and, in others, liable to

at and strong objections ; that, instead of making us acquainted with your

ecision, in relation to the request in our memorial, it leaves us in great doubt
as to your determination. We anticipated a clear and satisfactory answer on
the important subject of onr memorial, and Eremmed, that our request would
be granted without hesitation. The doubt and dissatisfaction produced by your
paper, render it expedient that we should state to you elearly and fully our
doubts and objections, that you may understand our views and intentions, an}i
have a fair opportunity to remove those doubts, and answer those objections. /.
1t is undoubtedly true, that there is a differencé between you, Sir, and a ma-
jority of your parishioners, in some important religious theories, and this differ-
ence, in a great degree, is coeval with your ordination in this parish.* It appears

* On pages 6 and 7 of the above-mentioned ¢ Account of the Controversy,” &a.
is a note in the following words, to wit,  How such a difference, never before
heard of by the pastor or the oldest of his parishioners, is consistent with the
unequivocal testimony, given in the first memorial to ¢ the order, peace, and
harmony with which your church and society bave walked together for the long
period of thirty-five years,’ as ¢ matter of grateful recollection to those of your
subscribers, who have from the time of your introduction to them until’ the
present time listened to your instructions’ &c. is not perceived. Had such a
difference been coeval.with the pastor’s settlement in this parish, it would seemy
strange, that he continued here for a single year; and even his settlement, sin-
gularly harmonious as it was, would appear unaccountable.”

The parishioners can produce conclusive evidence to prove, that Dr Holmes and
many of his parishioners had heard of the difference therein mentioned, a con-
siderable time before the first memorial. A large majority of the parishioners,
from the time of the Rev. Mr. Hilliard to the present time, have been liberal
in their religious theories. Mr. Hilliard, in his theological theories and in his
pastoral practice, was one of the most catholic ministers in his day. He was
perfectly anti-calvinistic and Unitarian in his theology, and enjoyed great har-
mony with his church and parish. Dr. Holmes’ probationary period, as a candi-
date in the parish, was very short, and his distinguishing tenets were not understood
by a majority of the parishioners. The Council which ordained Dr. Holmes
was liberal, with the exception of only one member. Dr. Holmes, before his
.adoption of the exclusive system, %enerally preached practical sermons, to which
rational theologians would not object. His doctrinal sermons were few. His
peculiar style of writing sermons, in scriptural phraseology, did not clearly indi-
cate his distinguishing tenets ; and generally his parishioners, after hearing his
doctrinal sermons, had not the means of knowing definitely how far Dr. Holmes
harmgnized with the Calvinistic creed. Dr. Holmes exchanged liberally and impar-
tially with almost all the liberal Congregational ministers githin 12 or 15 miles of
Cambridge, and often invited the candidates, resident # Cambridge, to preach
for him ; so thata ireat proportion of the preaching in the parish was rational,
and satisfactory to the parishioners. Under these circumstances, the majority of
the parishioners, who had nothing of the exclusive character in their religion, had
no cause for public complaint, or for interrupting harmony with Dr. Holmes or
his church. Before the commencement of the present controversy, the church had
not oppased the parish, nor arrogated the right to govern the parish, in relation
to moral and religious instruction. Had the majority of the parishicnecs b

..
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to us extremely improbable, that this difference in theory will be diminished,-as
we have heard you, and those who agree with you, or who aEpear to be approved
by you, advocate the theories to which we are opposed, without feeling the least
inclination to alter our own religious opinions, relating to the subjects on which
we differ.

Great and numerous disadvantages, in a moral and religious view, must result
from a decided difference and constant conflict of theory between a preacher
and his hearers. When parishioners assemble for public worship. if there be a
great conflict of principle between them and their preacher, devotion is pre-
vented, or interrupted, and their minds are less engaged in devotional exercises,
than in efforts to support their own theories, and to disprove those which they
hear from the pulpit. If the preacher and his auditore are much opposed to
each other in their theology, they cannot harmonize with him in public worship,
while he is constantly delivering and .laboring to establish opinions, which they
ful‘liy believe to be contradictory to reason, or revelation, or to .one another;
and their minds are gradually alienated from him, and thez either neglect attend-

ance on the public exercises of religion, or seek some other moral and religious

instructer, with whom they find it practicable to agree.

/7 We have been accustomed, Sir, to view your character with great respect, to
feel and cultivate a sincere friendship for you, as a man and a Christian, and to
consider you as a friend to us and your Parish. You profess your desire, or aim,
still to promote the peace and wel(z;re of the church and people of your pastoral
charge. If you are desirous®f promoting peace, harmony, and religious im-
provement among your parishioners, as you undoubtedly are, it is to be pre-
sumed, that you will manifest that desire by using practicable means for those
purposes, am{ by avoiding the use of means which destroy peace and harmony,
produce discord and conflict, prevent religious improvement, drive members
of the Parish from their lawful and regular place of public worship, threaten
a great diminution of the number of your religious society, and to annihilate
its prosperity and respectability. You express the opinion, that a personal
interview with you ¢“ would have been more favorable to trath and peace,”
than the circulation of our memorial, and the soliciting of names for it; and
you say, that such interview ¢ might have prevented one mistake, at least, in
our memorial.” i

We would ask, What possible use could there have been in such an interview;
what advantage could we have derived from it, when the written statement and
request of a majority of the parishioners have hitherto produced from you
nothing, in theory or practice, which indicates an inclinatiou in you to comply
with that request ?

You say, Sir, that the above-mentioned supposed mistake, with the remark
subjoined to-it, in our memorial, - is adapted to excite an unkindly influence.”
The part of your answer in which you inform us what that mistake is, and in
which you make some observations relating to it, is in the following words,
to wit, © The passage I refer to is what you say ¢ was some time since heard by
you with regret ; that it had become my determination no longer to seek, or
permit, the introduction of ministers, designated as Christians of liberal religious
sentiments, to my pulpit;’ such a determination [ never uttered ; and the remark
subjoined, concerning the light in which such ministers ¢ were henceforth to be
eonsidered,” I never made.” ~ - ' '

We are confident that there is hot, in our memorial, any such mistake as you
suppose. If you had examined the passage, to which you refer in the words
above cited from your answer, and had determined the meaning of it according
to the roles of grammar, or of fair construction, you would probably have been
fully convinced, that there is no such mistake, as you suppose, in our memorial ;
and would have made an answer to that passage very different from the one
above-mentioned.

To exhibit to you ou.meaning in said passage, and to coavince you that there
is no mistake in it, and to show you why we are dissatisfied with your answer,
so far as it relates to that passage, we submit to you the following observations.

very similar, in their religious theories and practice, to their opponents, Dr. Holmes
might not have continued in the parish ¢ fora single year.” This statement may
possibly explain the wonder attempted to be created in the above note.
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Your deviation from your former practice of liberal exchaunges, which had been
continued more than thirty years, and your general exclusion of liberal preachers
from our pulpit, for the few years last past, had produced, not only a general sus-
picion, but a full convictian, in the minds ormany of the parishioners, that
you had made the determination above-mentioned, and that suspicion and con-
viction excited considerable conversation among the parishioners, and often

"produced the observation, that you had made such determination ; which cer-
tainly was a fair conclusion from your actions, and your conduct re;ﬂgﬁiﬂlﬂl
unimgortnng. In your answer, you do not deny that determinalion, but merely
the g of it; you do not deny, that you considered liberal ministers in the
light mentioned in the memorial, but that you never remarked it.

That you may understand our memorial, and give to it that weight which it
has in the balance of wisdom, it is important that you should know, whether it
is the result of undue solicitation, or of a fair expression of the principles, taste,
and desires of the memorialists. .

We are convinced, that no one memorialist was solicited to ehange his prin-
ciples, taste, or desires; but, when careful inquiry had ascertained, that.a .
parishioner agreed in the principles, taste, and desires expressed in the memorial,
that he was asked, and, if you please, solicited, once, or several tipes, by signing
the memorial, to inform you of the truth in relation to himself[l‘he difference
between some of your religious theories and those of the mefnorialists is real,
sincere, and deep-rooted ;. it has existed many years; and there is the highest

robability that it will continue, and great reason, from present appearances, to

elieve, that, instead of diminishing, it will increase, especially if your theories
and practice bereafter should be more rigid than they were the first thirty years
of f'our ministry heréN, If you suppose, Sir, that our memorial is not true, or
well founded, you are in a great error, which may be productive of many con-
sequences extremely unfavorable, not only to the peace, harmony, and prosperity
of this parish, but to its respectability and happiness. The memorialists are not
disorganizers, but they are the majasity of your parish, laboring, and determined
to labor, for its temporal and spiritual good.

In relation to “the original principles of the New-England churches,” we find
that there is some uncertainty and doubt. On the question, What were those
principles ? ministers of the gospel, much distinguished for their talents, theolo-
gical learning, and piety, differ materially from one another: and some of them
say, that the church in this parish does not conform to those principles. The
decision of that question does not appear to us very important. From the exer-
cise of our reason, and the examination of the sacred Scriptures, we have
derived our own moral and religious principles, which we sincerely much prefer
to ‘““the original principles of the New-England churches,” as those principles
-are usually stated and understood, or to any other principles, which, in our
opinion, are not supported by reason and Scripture. A

We have no interest in knowing the opinions, taste, and practice of some
ministers, mentioned by you, as opposed to exchanges with ministers of the
liberal denomination. Tf they entertain the principles and feelings, which you
attribute to them, ours are decidedly different, and we wish that to be understood
by you and all concerned.

In relation to the exchanges, requested by us, we did not intend to involve
you in difficulties, to subject you to hardships, or to ask for any thing unreason-
able. We have ascertained, that there is an adequate number of respectable,
unexceptionable, liberal ministers, within a convenient distance of your meeting-
house, who are willing to exchange with you, on reasonable and fair terms of
equality, or in the usual way, without making any difficulty on their part; the
exchanges, therefore, which we wish, and to which we think there can be no

- valid objection, can be effectuated without difficulty, unless it be produced on

your part. But we apprehend, that, if the suppositions in your answer are cor-
rect, and the difficulties there alluded to, real, those difficulties are small, in
comparison with the difficulties which must result from a constant and long-
continued opposition and contention, in relation to some important theories and
some parts of practice, between a minister and his parishioners, or between them
and those whom he invites to preach.

The parishioners_are the legal electors of a minister, and his only supporters.
It is very certain, when they elect and settle a minister, that they never intend
to submit to his control their principles and their teste, and ‘o auinates asd
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empower him to decide what they'shall, or shall not, hear. Although' a minister
may think himself “ the best judge of what is profitable for his hearers;” yet
his parishioners, feeling responsible not to any human being, but to God alone

for their religious principles and taste, and for the exeroiss-f- “conscienges,
will never permit their minister, in the exercise of his Judgment, to lord it over

their consciences, and to violate their principles and taste, if it be practicable,
by any means within their power, and consistent with gboeod priaciples and good
licy, to prevent it. It is the duty of parishioners to charitable, to inquire
mely and perseveringly, to hear impartially, and to judge aonnd:y, for the purpose
of ascertaining the truth, and extending their knowledge.” So far as great num-
bers of ministers, distinguished for their talents, learning, moral virtues, and
piety, differ from one another, on important religious subjects and theories, the
memorialists are desirous of hearing those subjects and theories fully, freely,
and dispassionately discussed, by the most able of those ministers belonging to
the several denominations heretofore admitted into our pulpit, that they may
know the whole of those subjects, and all the facts and arguments relating there-
to, and may consider them fully, before making their ultimate decision. Numer-
, ous theories and opinions, which were formerly believed by ministers and vast
maltitudes of Christians to be certainly right, are now universally considered
erroneous, and rejected, by all Christians not subject to ecclesiastical despotism.
Such freedom in inquiry and bearing, produced the reformation from popery,
and has, since that reformation, corrected thousands of errors and many gross
saperstilions, which corrupted, degraded, and disgraced Christianity, and has
caused the general Christian illumination, exhibited by the Christians of the
present age. Without such freedom, the reformation would never have been
effected ; and where it is not enjoyed and exercised, the grossest errors and
worst superstitions may be, and are likely to be, perpetuated. Should we permit
our minister to assume a guardianship over us, and to determine that we shall
not hear those theories, which are most agreeable to our principles and taste,
and, in our opinion, best supported by reason and Scripture, and that we shall
spend our sabbaths in attending to theories which we do not believe, and cannot
omit to condemn, we should no longer enjoy religious freedom, but be degraded
to amost humble condition. Itis to be hoped, that the subjects of a government
which secures to them the highest degree of civil and religious freedom any
where enjcyed, will never considgr the theory of any human being infallible, or
view it with such extreme reverénce, or superstitious awe, as will Erevent free
and impartial Inquiry, and eritical and !wuevering investigation ; that they will
never permit any one to infringe their liberty of conscience, orto tyrannize over
their understandings, or to erect any barrier to stop them in their free and sin-
cere endeavors to investigate, impartially and fully, every important moral and
religious subject, which may attract their attention, and be within the reach of
their intellectual powers. Truth is so far from fearing or prohibiting free inquiry,
or candid and charitable hearing, that it requires, encourages, and approves un-
vestrained and perfect investigation, and is always confident of a complete tri-
umph over falsehood, error, and superstition. We are the keepers of our own
consciences and intellects, responsible to God only for the cultivation and exer-
cise of them, bound to improve them in the highest degree, and to exert them
in the best manuner, of which we are capable. If our minister, o any other
person should request us not to hear, or prohibit our hearing, what we believe’
would contribute to our intellectual, moral, and religious improvement, and to
our _happiness, it would be criminal in us to comply with such request, or to re-
gard such prohibition. ’

-The rule, stated by you, in relation to precedents, is undoubtedly correct ; but
we think, that no change has taken place in the religious theories, or character,
of the liberal ministers, within your former limits for exchanges, which requires
or warrants a deviation from your practice during the first thirty years of your
ministry in this parish ; and we are, therefore, far from believing that there is
any thing to diminish the force of your practice as a precedent. 1t appears to us
that the clergy of your denomination have, within the last thirty years, altered
their theological theories, at least as much as the clergy, usually denominated
liberal, have theirs. But, in considering and discussing the present question, it is
unimportant and wholly immaterial, whether preachers of your denomination,
or the liberal preachers have changed most; for we state to you our principles,
taste, and desires, and request you, in conformity to your former practice, to
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adapt your exchanges, in some degree, to them; and let the guestion as to

changes in religious theories, in relation to you, to them, or to us, be settled as-
it may, the decision will produce no change in our present principles, taste, and
desires ; and we cannot be satisfied with any history of changes in theory, or by
any claim of pre-eminence by one denomination of Christians over another, or
with any thing short of your complying with the request which we thought it
our.duty to make in our memorial.

A full and free exertion of the human mind has a natural and powerful ten-
dency to incyease all kinds of valuable knowledge, to extend the empire of truth,
to elevgte the standard of morals and religion, to multiply and greatly augment

the enjoyments of man ; and has, generally, from the origin of the world to the

present time, produced these éffects. Such exertion, instead of tending to pro-
duce ¢ skepticism,” or ¢ indifference to all religion,” will generally impress truth
deeply 'mf permanently on the mind, and excite all that reverence ard zeal for
true religion, which its infinite importance demands. When the mind is fettered
and enslaved, and not permitted to examine moral and religious subjects critically,
and to hear them fully discussed, error, falsehood, and absurdity arise and are
propagated ; morals and religion are corrupted and degraded, and thereby ren-
dered the ojects of indifference, disbelief, and aversion.

It is dangerous, if not criminal, to shut the intellectual eye against the light of
science. No one has hitherto reached the summit of knowledge, or the perfection
of wisdom. There never has been a time, when it was safe, proper, or wise, to
prohibit or stop further inquiry and investigation, on those subjects, which are
confined within the limits of probability, and do not admit of demonstration.
Some have imagined their knowledge perfect, and attempted to prevent further
inquiry among their pupils, disciples, or followers; but their successors have
easily detected and exposed the imperfection of that knowledge, corrected the
errors mixed with it, and have either made great additions to it, or sometimes
entirely rejected it. A candid, charitable mind, which sincerely loves true
knowledge, will pursue it with ardor and perseverance, and will never be so far
satisfied with its intellectual acquirements, as to fear, avoid, or reject the means

“of information. Such a mind will  prove all things, and hold fast that which

is good.”

You speak, Sir, of the principles upon which this church and congregation
were originally settled. Concerning these principles we have made satisfactory
inquiry, and are convinced, beyond a reasonable doubt, that the principles of
your predecessor, and of his predecessor, were liberal, and far more rational and
scriptural, than the theories of the preachers to whom you have, of late, confined
your exchanges. .We therefore suspect, that the opinion expressed by yeu, on
this subject, is erroneous. But let the principles upon which this church and
congregation were originally settled be as they nay, they are immaterial in this
case. We have our own moral and religious principles and taste, derived, as
we believe, from reason and scripture,—much higher sources of information for
the regulation of faith and practice, than the theories and actions of our prede-
cessors, or fathers. Our forefathers rejected the principles of their predecessors,
and made great and persevering efforts to bring them into contempt ; and we find
ourselves, by the extension of knowledge, compelled to believe many of the
theories, and no inconsiderable number of the actions of our forefathers wrong,
and to reject them.

When we assure you, Sir, that we are sincere friends to you, and desirous of
demonstrating our friendship to you by our conduct, we would state to you, that
we cannot surrender our rights, or permit them to be violated. Liberty of can-
science is invaluable and inalienable ; and both reason and revelation require us
to preserve that liberty inviolate. If a person were in a state of perfect solitude,
the exercise of this liberty would be confined to himself, and could not infringe
the rights of others. But in society, each one is bound to confine the operations of
his conscience so far as not to deprive others of their equal liberty of conscience.
Each one may decide questions of conscience for himself, but not for others. By
allowigg you liberty of conscience, we da.not igtend to annihilate our own, or-te
perait you, in aly"wey;orutider any pretext whateveT; ivews of . 1f your
liberty of conscieiice is the right of deciding, not only for yourself, but forus also,
questions relating to morality and religion, in which we have a common and equal
interest with fou, your liberty of conscience, in that view of it, destroys ours;
and the only liberty remaining to us is that of abandoning the teigious wdevy
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of which we are members, of leaving the meeting-house, which is our regular and

* legal place of public worship, and of experiencing a kind of exile, in order to
hear what we believe and what is necessary ta satisfy our minds. It ought not
to be in the power of a minister, or of u minority of the parishioners, to drive
the majority from the parish to which they belong, or to exercise an unreasona-
ble control over them as to the preaching in the pulpit of that parish.

Sir, the subjects on which we address you are very important, and deserve the
most candid, serious, and careful consideration. We are lovers of good order,
peace, and harmony ; and while we are endeavoring to promote and preserve
‘them, we should be extremely unwilling to excite disaffection and discord, or to
do any thing injurious to you, or your Parish. While duty impels us to state apd
advocate our principles, and to assert our rights with boldness and independence,
we are solicitous to preserve and exhibit our respect and friendship for you. We
cannot conscientiously forbear to attract your mind to a further considesation of .,
the request in our memorial, as we feel a deep conviction, that your compliance
with it would be j)roductive of very great and lasting temporal as well as moral
and religious good to this parish. Every human being is liable to err. However

at the differences between you and us, in moral and religious theories, we

ave a perfect confidence in the rectitude of your intentions. e hope, Sir, that
?'our further examination of the subjects above submitted to you will produce,
n your mind, the conviction, that our request is right, and that your conforming
to it will subserve the greatest good. '

At a meeting of the abovementioned memorialists, held in the first
Parish in Cambridge, on the second day of Ociober, A. D. 1827, they
voted, unanimously, that the foregoing reply to the answer of the Rev.
Dr. Holmes, therein mentioned, be made to that answer, and that the
Committee of said memorialists be directed to transmit to him a copy
of said reply and of this vote.

ABEL WHITNEY,

ABRAHAM HILLIARD, ) The Commiltee
JOB WYETH,

0
said Memorialists.

On the 17th November, 1827, the Committee of the Memorialists
received, in reply to the preceding Address, the following communi-
cation from Dr. Holmes. .

BRETHREN AND FRIEXRDS,

In my reply to your first memorial, I am not conscious of having given occa-
sion for the remarks and strictures in your second. Whatever may be the pres-
ent difference between me and a part of my parishioners *in some important
religfous theories,” I am at a loss to conjecture on what ground you allege; that
¢ this difference, in a great degree, is coeval with my ordination in this parish.”
The Church and Society, with the knowledge of my religious principles, were
remarkably unanimous in  intiting me to become their minister. It was this
unanimity, which more clearly than any thing else indicated to me my duty to
accept the invitation. It was this, which encouraged me to undertake the diffi-
cult and laborious work of the minisiry in this place ; and the remembrance of
this unanimity at that time, and an uncom:non degree of it, in continuance,
with correspondent tokens of affection, have constantly lightened its labors, and
encouraged me in the performance of its duties. Although my religious princi-
ples have been uniformly retained and expressed from the time of my settlement -
to this day, there has been no expression to me of dissatisfaction with them

«+ until the reception of your memorial. Had thee been any considerable change

in my own principles, or had I manifested a desire and aim to have very differ-
ent principles introduced into the pulpit; those members of the Church and
Society, who held to the principles upon which I was settled, would have had
just cause to complain, that I had departed from the terms, virtually implied in

———— =

il the contract at my settlement. If the memorial bad shown, that there has been

“no considerable change i the religious principles of the pastors of the Charches
with whom we have been associated, compared with those of their predecessors
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thirty years ago, it might have been of weight ; but since this change is known
to be so great, as to form another denomination, in distinction from the former—
a distinction which is becoming more and more apparent, the case is-essentially
altered. If it had shown that the ministry of our denomination, who preach in
our pulpit, have “altered their theological theories at least as much as the
clergy, usually denominated liberal, have theirs,” it might have had a bearing
upon the case ; but as this is not attempted to be shown, but merely an opinioun
given, that *the clergy of our denomination” have thus altered their theories,
this opinion affects not the argument.

4§ It were needless to discuss here the * rights of conscience,” since neither of us

u<

" deny them. Were I conscious of having ever denied, or attempted to abridge,
those rights, I might perceive the pertinency of what is urged upon that subject.
It is more to the purpose to proceed to the consideration of the memorial, which
I had supposed to be answered without ambiguity—if just conclusions had been
drawn by the memorialists, from plain and perspicuous premises.

By your last communication it appears, that you ¢ are desirous of hearing
those subjects and theories” upom which ministers < differ from one auother,
fully and dispassionately discussed, that you may hear the whole of those sub-
jects, and all the facts and arguments relating thereto, and may consider them
fully before making an ultimate decision.” Were the object of the memorial,
as thus distinctly stated, to be kept in view, in the exchanges of ministers who
differ from each other in religious principles; it would be incumbent on us, in-
stead of considering how nearly we agree, to consider how widely we differ, on
some important subjects, and not merely to acquiesce in the preaching of doe-
trines very different from our own, but to request, or advise, that very course
of preaching. Now, against the utility, or safet{, of such diversity of preaching
in the same pu:_pil, not only do the reasons which I have already presented to
you remain in full force in my own view, but they are decisive in the view of
some, at leust, of those ministers denominated liberal, whom you and I respect
and esteem. [ observed to you, that there are ministers of that denomination,
who are decidedly of the opinion, that exchanges, where there is so great a
difference in religious sentiments, are not advisable. 1 now say farther, that
there are ministers of that description, whose declared judgment is, that a min-
ister ought mot to bring forward, in another’s pulpit, doctrines known to be at
variance with those statedly delivered there by the pastor of the Church. The
principle, therefore, upon which the memorial is grounded, would alike embar-
rass your own minister, and some of that class of ministers, with whom, upon
your own principle, you would desire an exchange. Were I to make the pro-

- posed exchanges, upon the principle of the memorial, with a mutual understand-
ing that the doctrines which I neither preach, nor believe, are desired or expect-

&7 > ed to be ‘preached on such occasions, you will readily perceive, that I should

¢4
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not oilly deviate from-the cammon_and most a rovedv usages of minijsters and
Churchss-of-aH-deacminations, but disregard {'Ee Very reasons wEicE [ before
assigned to you, as satisfactory to ministers of very different theological prin-
ciples, against such exchanges. For those reasons, and others omitted here, I

must refer you to my former answer. The reasons are, in_ my mind, conclusive,
and they ap &m‘ﬂﬁiﬁ"ﬁu observe, dand-nutier-
ous disadvaniagés would result from a decided difference and constant conflict

between a preacher and his hearers—devotion is prevented, or interrupted, and
their minds are less engaged in devotional exercises, than in efforts to support their
own theories, and to disprove those which they hear from the pulpit.” Would not
such disadvantages, and many other, result from a continual conflict between the
stated pastor and those who should preach in his pulpit ? I firmly believe they
would ;—and ‘from the regard which you have been pleased to express for m
convictions of duty, and rights of conscience, I presume you will neither as
:ﬂr expect me to do, what neither my judgment will approve nor my conscience
ow. . : .

. With your rights of conscience, Brethren and Friends, I have never meant,
nor do I mean, to interfere.. You well know,.that far from dictating o my hear-
ers what they wust believe, I merely present to them what T BGélieve to. be scrip-
taral.truths, inculcating i{ upon them 1o search the §¢§_r_l£!,!1[§!.f9uhnms&lus; to
compare what is preached with the Word of God; @nd to be “ready to give an
amswer to every one that asketh a reason” of their faith and hope. As this is
the duty of every hearer, so it is the duty of every preacher, i e Wor, “W
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"any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of God.” A minister of the g(:g;l
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is solemnly bound to study the Scriptures diligently, to expound them clearly,
and to apply them faithfully, “ commending himself to every man’s conscience
in the sight of God.” This has been, and by the grace of God, shall be my aim
in “this ministry.” The apostolical precept is binding upon me and upon every
minister of Christ: ‘ Take heed to thyself, and to thy doctrine; continue in
them ; for_in doing this, thou shalt both save thyself, and them that Fiear theé™
By any other coursé I'could not reasonably expect To save éilher. Az therefore
I regard your salvation or my own, I'must observe this precept. * Necessity is
- laid upon me, yea, woe is unto me, if I preach not the Gospel ” according to my
understanding of it,  as of the ability wgich God giveth.” Nor does my respon-
sibility stop here. It extends 10 the ministrations performed in my place
through my voluntary agency. .

Believing therefore, as I do believe, that neither the unity and peace, nor the
moral and religious interests of the Church and Society, would be promoted by
the proposed diversity of preaching, but, on the contrary, the most unhappy divi-
sions, and the most iujurious effects, to the present, and probably to future gen-
erations, I cannot, either as your minister, or as your friend, be accessory to it.
As far as it is consistent with ¢ holding faith antfva good conscience,” I would
¢ become all things to all men, that 1 may by all means save some.” 1If [ seem
to disregard the wishes, or the taste, of my hearers, it is because I am more
desirous to save, than to please them. Nor can I ever forget the solemn declara-
tion of an apostle—indelibly impressed upon my mind in the text, and by the
discourse upon it, at my ordination ; ¢ For if I yet pleased men, 1 should not be
the servant of Christ.”

Gratefully remembering the assurance you have given me, that you ¢ should
be most unwilling to interfere with my convictions of duty,” I persuade myself
that on mature reflection, you will ask of me no greater pledge, than that which
I gave (o this church and people when they were committed to my pastoral
care. This 1 am ready to renew, and do now renew, asin the presence of
God, to whom T must soon give an account of my ministry. Commending you
to God, and to the word of his grace, which is able to build you up, and prayin
that we may mutually “ endeavor to keep the unity of the spirit'in the gond
peace,” Iam, Brethren and Friends,

Your Friend .and Servant in the Gospel,
. . A. HOLMES,
To the Commitlee of the Memorialists. '

A large number of the Parishioners, having been made acquainted

with the foregoing communication from Dr. Holmes, at a meeting *

called for that purpose, made written application to the Parish Com-
mittee to call a Parish meeting, as soon as might be convenient, to
consider and act upon the following articles, which were inserted
in the warrant for said meeting, viz. : ’ )

‘1. To see if the Parish will by vote request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the Pastor
of said Parish, to exchange a reasonable proportion of the time with such respect-
able clergymen of the liberal denomination, as are now Pastors of the religious
societies with which the religious society in this Parish has been associated. .

“2, To see if the Parish will vote to request the Rev. Dr. Holmes to reject

- Dr. Watts’ Psalms and Hymns, now used in our meeting-house, and to substitute

therefor and to use the collection of Psalms and Hymns now used in the Chapel
of Harvard University.

“3, To see if the Parish (if the last mentioned collection of Psalms and
Hyinns should be substituted as aforesaid) will authorize the Parish Committee,
at the expense of the Parish, to purchase an adequate number of the same to
supply the Rev. Dr. Holmes and the singing seats, and any poor parishioners
who are unable to purchase.

“4. To see if said Parish will by vote invite such respectable clergymen of
the liberal denomination, as are now Pastors of the religious societies, with
which the religious society in this Parish has been heretofore associated, to
preach in the meeting-house of this Parish, at such times as shall not interfere
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with any limro«:hisl religious exercises now established and held in said meeting-
house, and will appoint a committee to present the vote containing such invita-
tion to said clergymen in behalf of said Parish; and if said invitation be ac-
cepted, to appoint and agree mpon the times for their preaching in said meet-
ing-house, and to make the same known to the inhahitants of said Parish, and
to make all necessary and convenient arrangements therefor.

d *5. To do any other business which the Parish may think necessary or expe-

ient.” :

Parisa MEETING, JAN. 7TH, 1828.

"At a legal meeting of the Freeholders and other Inhabitants of the
First Parish in the town of Cambridge, qualified to vote in parish
affairs, on Monday the seventh day of January, in the year of our
Lord one thousand eight hundred and twenty-eight ;

The warrant for calling the meeting, and the officer’s return there-
on having been read by the Clerk, it was voted to elect by ballot a
Moderator of the meeting, and

ABer WHiTNEY was elected Moderator of said meeting.-

The following Remonstrance having been offered for the consider-
ation of the meeting, by William . Hilliard, Esq. it was’ voted that
the same be read, #op wit:

To the Inhabitants of the First Parish in Cambritigc in Parish Meeting assembled.

The undersigned, inhabitants of, and legal voters in Parish affairs in said
Parish, respectfully represent, that they have for some time past, learned with
deep and anxious solicitude and concern, that no small degree of dissatisfaction
exists among some of the members of said Parish, with regard to the ministra-
tions of the Rev. Dr. Holmes, in his capacity of Pastor of the First Church of
Christ in Cambridge. With all due deference to the opinions, that have been -
expressed upon this subject, by the recent memorials, presented to the Pastor of
said church and society, and in the spirit of christian charity and good feeling
toward the memorialists, both individually and collectively, the undersigned
would solemnly remonstrate against the proceedings of said memorialists, here-
tofore had, and also against the articles contained in their petition for calling
this meeting—and for the following reasous, vis. :

First. Your remonstrants believe it will be found upon examination, that thé
Rev. Dr. Holmes, their present pastor, was settled in this Parish with an uncom-
mon degree of unanimity on the part of both church and people, as they then
existed; that be has continined to receive the confidence and support thus re-
posed for nearly forty years, and that the opposition manifested to his ministra-
tions is of very recent date, and derives its principal support from the doctrines
which are taught by him, were fully known by his church and people at the time.of
his settlement among them, and which have been distinctly i ¥ him,
during the whole period of his ministry.

Second. Your remonstrants oppose the contemplated proceedings of the pe-
titiouers, upon the ground, that they conceive the pastor of a church and society
has the exclusive right of finally determining how far his ministerial intercourse,
under given circumstances, are to be extended or limited, unless at the time of
his settlement, some stipulations are mutually entered into to regulate his conduct
in this particular part of his duty. No stipulation of tbis kind appears to have
been made or understood in the present case. Your remonstrants cannot for a
moment admit the correctness of the statement made by the memorialists, and
upon which they urge their * reasonable *’ request, that no essential change has
taken place in the opinions and views entertained and adopted by tbose, who
are now styled “liberal preachers,” contrasted with those, with whom a free
ministerial intercourse was preserved in former periods. On the contrary they
are led 10 believe, from the most plenary evidence too, that great and important
changes have taken place. It would be needless to enumerate the evidences of
this fact, as the observation of every day goes fully to establish its existence.
Besides, were this to be denied, would it have {“\ considiered wn Wowsd
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proper, in itself considered, Wm&gmntﬁf_ a minister, for indi-
viduals, or even a majority € parish, to come forward and Tequire, as a
condition of his settlement, that in all circumstances, which might exist; &
should Bold ministeriat fiitercourse, in the performance of his official duties,
with those who should hereafter be located within his neighbourhood ? Would
not such a requisition, from its very nature, have been considered by the re-
ligious commuaity, of whatever denomination, as highly improper and anreason-
able, and one which ought not, and could not, in good conscience, have been
complied with? And is the demand less improper and unreasonable, after the
faithful and acceptable services of the present incumbent for nearly forty years,
and where an egﬁghtened and tepder conscience seems to forbid a compliance 2

It is not' preténde = ofialists, that any change of principtes—has

52 taken place, on the part of Dr. Holmes, from those embraced by him at his

59

first settlement among us; and the assertion made in the last memorial, that
‘it is undoubtedly true, that there is a difference between him and a majority
of his parishioners in some important religious theories, and that this difference,
in a great degree, is coeval with his ordination in this parish,” we believe to
have been made; without that kind of evidence, which would go to support,
or justify so round an assertion. Some of your remonstrants, at least, have
been inbabitants of this parish during the whole period of the ministry of the
present incumbent, and can testify, as before stated, that there was an unusual
degree of unanimity, on the part of both church and people, in his call and set-
tlement, and that no objections, in regard to doctrine or “religious theories,”
have everbeen manifested, until within a very recent period. Willit here be said,
that a change has taken place in his practice, if not in his nrinciyilgg? If this is
admitted, who does not perceive, that the very maintenance of our principles
requires, that our-eonduct should be adapted. to circuiisfances ¥ ~Does not the
lawyer, the physiciem;the THierchant, and the mechanic find 6ccasion often to
change his practice, as a;:iplied to the same uniform principles? And shall we
deny the same right and privilege to the highly important and responsible
character of a minister of Christ? In reply to the objection, it may be said
with truth, that times have changed; that men have changed ; that principles
have changed ; and, of course, practices must change. And especially, will it
not be expected, and become almost necessary in this character, where there
is a manifest departure from what he sincerely believes to be highly important,
if not essential, doctrines of the Gospel ? If lZose styling themselves Unitarians
at the Yresent day, embrace as much truth, and avow as little error as those
denominated as such in times past, then indeed it might with more propriety be
said, that there was no valid reason why our views and conduct should not be
the same. Cad it then be expected, under such circumstances, that he should
exchainge with those who deny the truth of what he considers the doctrines of
the Gospel, and charge those who embrace these doctrines with idolatry, and
a denial of the Lord Jesus? And when among the leaders of those who are
styled ¢ liberal preachers,” we find language %ike the following applied to a
large portion of Christians—that one primary article of their faith ¢ has a ten-
dency to degrade the character of God, and instead of teaching an intelli-
gible God, offers to the mind a monstrous compound of hostile attributes, bearin
¥lain marks of those ages, when Christianity shed but a faint ray, and the disease
ancy teemed with prodigious, unnatural creations : that the believer in this doc-
trine must forget when he prays, or he would find no repose in devotion.” And
again, ugon another important doctrine, as extensively embraced by the Christian
world, that those who do nat receive-this doctrine us true, ¢ will not hear that
God needs any foreign influence to awaken his mercy ; it will not hear of the vin-
dictive wrath of God, which must be quenched with blood.” Would not lan-
guase like this have caused a cold chill to pervade the moral system, and have
uced a sensation, general, and deep through the whole community? We
e

‘ gnl,ieve this would have been the fact. Amid all this revolution and change in the

views and feelings of the public mind upon these important subjects of religion,
is there to be no change in the feelings, views, and conduct ‘of those who con- -
stitute a large proportion of the Christian community, and who consider these
doctrines as all-important, upon which their hopes are founded, and to which

they cling as to the only ark of safety ? This would be as ah ae-t0 sy, that
We WO aling medicine toremedy-a-dis because

ecently discovered. Is it then befitting or rea-
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sonuble, to demand of the pastor of any church, thus to do violence to his own
conscience, to gralify the wishes and desires of some of his hearers? Much lias
been said by tE;ﬂinemorialisls in relation to an interference with the rights of
conscience, and of 'bold attacks made upon the refinements of faste. Your re-
. monstrants would hold in sacred regard the rights of conscience, and by no means
either deny or abridge them ; but they feel also, that they bave these rights of
conscience in common with others; and in consulting faste upon the subject of
religion, they are inclined to believe, that the in its natural state
has no {aste for the humbling, self-denying doctrines of the GospeE.
irdly. Another subject.upon which we are called upon to act in the petition,

and one against which we remonstrate, is, “a request to Dr. Holmes to reject
Dr. Watts’ Psalms and Hymns, now used in our meeting-house, and to substitute
therefor, and to use, the Collection of Psalms and Hymns now used in the Chapel
of Harvard University.” Our objection to this proposition, and to its adoption,
arises not only from principle, but especially from the style and manner in
which it has been brought before us. In this particular, we confidently appeal

" to the good sense and feelings of all. A naked proposition comes before us, .

without any previous consultation with the pastor or church as such, to do what ?
to appoint a committee to confer with the pastor and church upon the expedi-
ency of introducing some other collection of Psalms and Hymns, than those
now used, from among the many collections that exist? No; bat to request Dr.
Holmes to reject the collection of Dr. Watts, known and read of all men, used
by probably three-fourths of the Protestants throughout the United States ; and
admired for its tendency to promote the pious feelings of the devout worshipper ;
to reject this collection, and forsooth, to introduce that used in Harvard Univer-
sity ; a collection, neither known, probably, by the pastor, or by one-fourth of
those who are called upon to decide this important question. This proposition
carries upon the very face of it, such glaring impropriety and want of candor,
both toward the pastor and the church, that we cannot but believe, that it will
be rejected, with but little discussion. :
. Your remonstrants would object to the third and fourth propositions in the
}mtition, becaunse they believe that the right of parishes to appropriate money
or charitable purposes, and the right of controlling the occupancy of the pulpit,
without the consent and concurrence of the pastor, are 'points which remain un-
settled, and of a very doubtful nature. And were there no donbt on the latter
point, we conceive it to be unprecedented in the history of the church, and
disbc.overs a want of that decorum, which is due to so serious and important a
subject.
rom these and otler considerations that might be urged, your remonstrants
indulge the hope and belief, that the inbabitants of this perish will pause, and
seriously reflect, before they adopt measures, at once hostile to the peace of our
society, and subversive of those principles which have, for a period of nearly
two centuries, cemented us together as a church and people.
Your remonstrants cannot believe, that a majority of this parish is to be found,
who, in the sober exercise of either their judgment or discretion, would wish to
control the conduct of their pastor, against the convictions of his own sense of

(o'
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duty, and of what we may charitably believe, the dictates of an enlightened -

conscience. They cannot suppose, that after a ‘period of nearly forty years has
elapsed, which has been devoted to the cause of God, and to the moral and re-
ligious improvement of this people, as also to numerous acts of private benefi-
cence to the poor of his flock, they will thus willingly render his declining years
sorrowful, plant thorns in his pillow, and cause him at last to mourn over their
ingratitude. They believe and hope better things; they believe, that if the
subject in controversy were better understood, and were viewed in all its bear-
ings, and also, that the tendency and final result of the measures proposed for
adoption were duly considered, they would pause and reflect, and reflect again.
Can it be expected for a moment, by the memorialists, that either their pastor,
or a large proportion of his church and society can reconcile it with a sense of
duty, either to God or man, to adopt, to say the least, the very strange proposi-
tions, now to be acted upon? While your remonstrants most willingly and
cheerfully admit the full exercise of the right of conscience to all, they cannot

be supposed to surrender quietly the exercise of this right themselves. Far be .

it from them, knowingly, willingly, or wilfully, to adopt any measures that
have a tendency, necessarily, ¢ to drive away from their rightful glace ol moritg™
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a single4individual, and much less a majority of the Parish. Far be it from them
intentionally to disturb, interrupt, or destroy the devotional exercises of any
worshipper in the house of God, or to interfere with the just and rightful claims
of any individual, or any body of men. All that they claim or ask is, u serious,
solemn, deliberate, and candid consideration of the measures proposed, and the
many evils which may result from their adoption. All which is respectfully sub-
mitted by your remonstrants. .

Cambridge, December 31, 1827. . ]
Signed by Jonas Wyeth and forty-four others.

Whereupon, the same having been read, it was Voted, that the further consid-
eration of said Remonstrance be postponed until the articles in the warrant shall
have been disposed of.

Voled, to proceed to the consideration of the articles in the warrant, where-
upon it was

Voted, That this Parish request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the pastor of said Parish,
to exchange a reasonable proportion of the time with such respectable clergymen
of the liberal denomination, as are now pastors of the religious societies with
which the religious society in this Parish as been associated. In which vote,
the meetiqg,hr.in,i, polled, it is found that@imly-o:?)ersona voted in the affirm-
ative, arfd thirly-three in Yhe negative. - s

Voted, That this Parish request the Rev. Dr. Holmes to reject Dr. Watts’
Psalms and Hymns, now used in their meeting-house, and to substitute therefor,
and to use, the collection of Psalms and Hymns, now used in the Chapel of Har-
vard University.

Voted, That this Parish (if the last mentioned collection of Psalms aud Hymns
should be substituted as aforesaid), will authorize the Parish Committee, at the
expense cf the Parish, to purchase an adequate number of the same to supply the
pulpit and the singing-seats.

Voted, That this Parish will invite such respectable clergymen of the’liberal
denomination, as are now pastors of the religious societies with which the reli-
gious society in this Parish has been heretofore associated, to preach in the meet-
ing-house of this Parish, at such times as shall not interfere with any parochial
religious exercises now established and held in said meeting-house, and will
appoint a Committee to present the vote containing such invitation to said cler-
gymen, in behulf of said Parish ; and, if such invitation be aceepted, to appoint
and agree upon the times for their preaching in said meeting-house, and to make
the same known'to the inhabitants of said Parish, and to make all necessary and
convenient arrangements therefor.

Voted, That a Committee of five persons, to be nominated by the Moderator,
be chosen to carry the last mentioned vote into effect ; and the following persons
were nominated and appointed said Committee, vis.

ABRAHAM HiLLIARD,
Joserr HoLmEs,

" WiLLiam J. WHIPPLE,
Jor WyETH,
Bexsamiv WATERHOUSE.

Voted, That this meeting be dissolved.

A true record.

Attest, WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,
Clerk of said Parish.

A true cbpy from the records of the first Parish in Cambridge.
X Attest, WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE, ,
Clerk of said Parish.

In said “ Account ” &c., p. 11, the note on the votes of the Parish,
at the meeting thereof holden on the seventh of January, 1828, is the
following, to wit : '

By these articles, specifically stated in the warrant for the parish meeting,
the final aim of the parishioners, who called for the meeting may be fairly in-
ferred. It appears not to have been their intention to stop at moderate conces-
~ sions, if made, respecting exchanges.- Their vote, at the first meeting, to jnvite
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ministers of the liberal denomination to preach in the meeting-house of this par
ish, shows how fast they would have proceeded in their innovations upon the
grinciples and usages of the church and societr. The invited ministers knew

etter what belongs to pastoral rights and privileges, and what would be an in-
fraction of order and peace in the community ; and would not come.”

The foregoing note demonstrates, that the minds of the writer of it,
and of those who approve it, are blinded by prejudice, and incapable
of understanding any facts or arguments, which are in any degree
opposed to their theological creed and errors, to their unchristian spirit
of exclusion, and invincible love of domination. If any candid and
impartial person should first examine and understand fully the facts,
in this case, in relation to both parties and all concerned in it, and
then read the above note, he would decide, that it has no connexion
with the rules of evidence, with the principles of correct reasoning,
of sound judgment, of common sense, or christian charity ; and that
those who are charmed with the orthodox opinion of native hyman
depravity, would act judiciously in citing said note to prove a total
depravity of mind. The pamphlet containing the above note, purports
to have been published * pursuant to a vote of the Church,” and to
be approved by them, and they must, therefore, be responsible for the
errors, unfair concealments, and misrepresentations in it. In justice
to the church of the Parish, it ought to be understood, that thoge who
passed that vote, and who called themselves * the chureh,” are a number
of gentlemen, not exceeding 15, and it is believed only 14, formerly
members of the church of the Parish, who have now separated themselves
from that church, and are the whole number of male members in the
company, who should denominate themselves Dr. HoLmEs’ curcH.
‘That company call the rErusaL of the Parish To BE GOVERNED BY
THEM, PERSECUTION ; and although extremely erroneous in their the-
ory, and wrong in their practice, in relation to this case, they appear
determined*to procure public opinion in their favor, by using such
means as they think adapted to that object. Where the facts, which
admit of full proof, will not, in their opinion, answer their purpose,
they, with great facility, substitute therefor their own false conclusions
and crude imaginations, and appear to be so far deluded as to antici-
pate, that their naked assertions, unsupported by evidence, or even in
opposition to evidence, will regulate the judgment of an enlighten-
ed and impartial community. The abovementioned company, who
called themselves “ the church,” from the commencement of the con-
troversy between the Parish and Dr. Holmes, to this time, have oppos-
ed the majority of the parishioners, and the Parish, as a corporation,
in every thing offered by them to Dr. Holmes, and in all the requests
which they have made of him. That company have made great
efforts, and have been unrivalled in their industry, to prevent a ter-
mination of that controversy, unless they could make the result con-
form to their determination to exercise an absolute control over the
Parish, in relation to the moral and religious instruction in their meet-
ing-house. ‘The majority of the parishioners, in all their proceedings,
in any way, in reference to Dr. Holmes, have been perfectly sincere,
and always ready and willing to settle the controversy with him in any

.of the modes offered or requested by them, all of which are specified in
the papers published in this pamphlet; and it can be proved o e st

3
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faction of any impartial tribunal, not only by members of the majority
and by said papers, but by the testimony of some of the most re-
spectable parishioners, who have had no part in the controversy, that
Dr. Holmes, after several of the parish meetings mentioned in this
pamphlet, had assurances, which ought to have been satisfactory to
him, that the majority were then willing to settle the controversy with
him, on his agreeing to exchange with ministers of the liberal denom-
ination a reasonable proportion of the time, in conformity to the
request in the first memorial ; that, in answer to that assurance, Dr.
Holmes said he could not exchange with those ministers; and the
great leader of the abovementioned company and of the minority of
the Parish expressed the opinion, that Dr. Holmes could not exchange
with those ministers, because, if he did, the orthodox clergy would
abandon the Doctor, and refuse all pastoral intercourse with him.
The concLusION in the above note relating to the * FINAL amm” and
¢« INTENTION "’ of the majority of the parishioners, in their proceedings
in relation to Dr. Holmes, they know and declare to be entirely raLsE
and GrOUNDLEsS ; not, only without facts sufficient to support it, but
in perfect opposition to the clearest evidence. It is astonishing, that
the abovementioned company should say any thing concerning *  IN-
NOVATIONS upon the principles and usages of the church and society ”
in this Parish. Dr. HoLMES’ EXCLUSIVE: 8YSTEM as to pastoral ex-
changes, and his practice or INVITING CALVINISTS FROM OTHER PAR-
ISHES AND RELIGIOUS SOCIETIES, TO DELIVER EVENING LECTURES HERE
TO HIM AND HIS ADHERENTS, in opposition to the principles, taste, and
wishes of the majority of the Parish, often expressed to him, are mnot
only contrary to his own practice for more than thirty years of his
ministry here, but totally opposed to the religious principles and prac-
tice of his two immediatg predecessors, and to all previous usage in
the Parish. One of thgse predecessors, the Rev. Mr. Hilliard, was
perfectly liberal in his theology and pastoral conduct, and maintained
a free Intercourse with the most catholic cotemporary clergy. Dr.
Appleton, the other of said predecessors, although, perhaps, a very
moderate: Calvinist, maintained a friendly pastoral intercourse with the
most liberal Congregational ministers in the vicinity, and not only con-
demned but severely censured preachers for rambling into other par-
ishes and preaching there, without having been duly invited.

The assertion in the foregoing note, that ministers of the liberal
denomination were invited by the Committee, appointed by the Parish,
to preach in the meeting-house of the Parish, and “ would not come,”
is absolutely false. That Committee did not invite, nor authorize any
one to invite, any of those ministers to preach in the meeting-house,
and of course there could not be a-refusal.

%'The church,” as they call themselves, in relation to the parish
meeting holden on the seventh of January, 1828, after stating the votes
passed at that meeting, and giving what they entitle an abstract of the re-
monstrance of sundry parishioners, presented in that meeting, ** against
the then proposed measures,” make the following statement concern-
ing that meeting, to wit :

¢ At this meeting the correspondence between the individual memorialists of
the parish and Dr. Holmes was introduced. The first memorial to him laving



19 '

been read, a request wag made that the answer of Dr. Holmes should also be
read. This was objected to, on the ground, that the correspondence was volu-
minous and would take up too mach time. The moderator having overruled
the question of reading the answer, an appeal was made from this decision, to
the meeting ; and it was voted, that the answer should not be read ; the meeting
thus' preferring to act in ignorance of Dr. Holmes' answer, rather than with a
knowledge of it. Nearly as much time was consumed in debating the question,
as it would have taken to have read the correspondence ; and the objection of
voluminousness would not apply to Dr. Holmes’ part of the correspondence.

¢ Other measures were adopted unfriendly to liberal discussion, particularly
the sustaining of a call for the previous question, which precluded further debate.”

A little attention to thé facts will ascertain, whether the foregoing
statement is a fine specimen of church history, or an effusion of party
spirit, intended to create prejudice and produce deception. The
quantity of business proposed to be done at the parish meeting, men-
tioned in that statement, and the length of said remonstrance, will be
seen by inspection. The minority of the parishioners, including the
majority of the church, at this parish meeting, and at most, if not all,
the others, mentioned in this pamphlet, appeared, presented a long
remonstrance, made as much opposition as they could to the proposed
business, and endeavored to obstruct the proceedings of the Parish by
every means which their ingenuity and zeal suggested. They, sev-
eral times, by obstructing the proposed measures by a long remon-
strance and by numerous and long arguments, exhausted the patience
of a considerable number of the majority, who, in consequence of it, left
the meeting, and their votes were lost. Generally, at said meetings,
the minority occupied much more of the time than the majority, by
presenting 2 long remonstrance, containing not only a full argument
of the case, buta great deal of ingenious sophistry, and addresses both
to the understanding and passions. No impartial person, who attend-
ed the meetings, ever suspected that the minority were not allowed
as large a proportion of the time, as was consistent with the transac-
tion of the proposed business, as much time as was useful, as much as
justice required, or propriety would admit. Dr. Holmes’ answer was
well known to the majority before the meeting, and there is good
reason for presuming, that, in this and every other instance, he ex-
hibited, in some way, his answers to his own party, or the leaders of
it. The charge of “preferring to act in ignorance of Dr. Holmes’
answer, rather than with @ knowledge of it,” is, therefore, unwarrant-
ed and false. This meeting of the Parish was called for the purposes
mentioned in the votes, and, considering the length of time which the
minority occupied by their opposition, the residue of the afternoon
was barely sufficient for doing the proposed business. This statement
was undoubtedly intended to produce a convictiom in the minds of
" readers, that the mmjority of the parishioners were arbitrary, over-
bearing, and unjust, in relation- to the minority, in their proceedings
in parish meetings, and that they decided without discussion and con-
sideration ; but an examination of their remonstrances in this pam-
phlet, and the fact, that they were supported by long, ingenious, and
zealous arguments, will force every impartial mind to believe, that the
minority were treated by the majority with great indulgence, and that
all the questions between the Parish and Dr. Holmes, were very fully
argued before a decision of them. A very important foit wos\ nexe

~
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be communicated, which will show the state of mind and the motives of
the publishers of said * Account,” when they prepared that “ Account”
for the press. Why did the said publishers wholly omit, in their “Ac~
count,” to state that the correspondence between the Rev. Dr. Holmes
and sundry of his parishioners, to wit, the memorialists, was read in the
annual meeting of said Parish, holden March 20th, 1828, and a vote
then passed to place the same, or attested copies thereof, on the files
of the Parish papers? Was that omission consistent with accuracy,
fairness, a desire of giving correct information, and of having an im-
fartial and just decision by the public concerning the controversy ?

s not the charge above made by ‘the church” without foundation
and deceptive?

Soon after the Parish meeting of 7th Jan. the Clerk of the Parish
transmitted to Dr. Holmes a copy of record of the votes passed at said
meeting 3 to which he afterwards made the following reply :

To the First Parish in Cambridge,

The Parish Clerk, some time since, %e me a copy of certain votes passed at a
parish meeting on the 7th of January. at meeting having been dissolved, and no
persons appearing to be authorized, either to confer with me on the subjects voted
upon, or to receive any communication from me, I have been.at a loss to know
when, or by whom, to return you an answer. This is written, that, when the proper
time and opportunity shall occur, it may be communicated to you.

Upon the Vote, requesting me “ 10 exc e a reasonable proportion of the time
with such respectable clergynien of the liberal denomination, as are now pastors of
the religious societies with which the religious soclety in this parish has been associ-
ated”’—I would respectfully observe to you, that a similar request was made to me,
some time since, by certain memorialists; to whom I gave what I thought should be
regarded as a clear and satisfactory answer. Another memortl, however, was pre-
sented to me, repeating the same request, but carried to a greater extent, at least,
more explicitly declaring a desife to have doctrines, on important subjects, at variance
with, and opposed to the doctrines held and preached by your present pastor and his

redecessors, introduced into our pulpit by ministers of a different denomination.
ll"hla second memorial was also answered. In both were assigned reasons
nst the measure, derived from a sense of personal responsibility, ministerial con-
ncy, and pastoral fidelity, and from a regard to all the dearest and best interests

of the Church and Society.

Understanding that the first memorial was read in the parish meeting, but neither
of my answers, and believing that the Parish, as such, have not known my views of
the subject ; 1 respectfully refer you to the answer I have already 'given, a copy of
which, if not furnished you by the memorialists, will be promptly furnished by my-
self. "In the meantime, I have availed myself, of the late recurrence of the anniver-
sary of my installation—an anniversary which I have uniformly observed in a similar
manner—to present to the people of my pastoral charge, and to myself, such truths
and duties as I believed might be for our mutual improvement. . On this occasion, I
felt it incumbént upon me to let the whole assembly of worshippers know—what
many of them might not otherwise have known—what were the principles upon
which this. church was originally founded, and what were the principles of its minis-
ters, during the long succession of nearly two hundred years. The original principles
of the church, I endeavored to show, from authentic sources-of evidence, have
been maintained here with remarkable uniformity during the whole period, inclusive
of the thirty six years of my own ministry.

The reasons for not departing from our principles, or introducinginto the ministra-
tions of the sanctuary the principles of any denomination of ministers, known and

" avowed to be very different from, and opposed to our own, may be seen in the papers
to which I have referred you. To those papers I ask your serious and candid atten-
tion, in the persuasion, that, whether you consider the reasons, there offered, which
respect my pastoral duties and rights of conscience, or those which respect your best
interests as a church and society, you will allow them to be sufficient to justify me
in declining to accede to a proposal, which, in my apprehension, and in the judgment
o{i 'l Jarge and respectable part of the Parish, interferes with those quties, and rights,

and interests.



21

Upon the Vote, requesting me * to-reject Dr. Watts' Psalms and Hymns, now
used, and to substitute therefor, and to use, the Collection of Psalms and Hymns,
now used in the Chapel of Harvard University,” I would observe, that the rejection
of a version so highly approved in most of our churches, and so deliberately and
harmoniously introduced into our own, and the introduction of a callection, unknown
to a great part of the church and society, as weH as to the pastor, without a reason
assigned for the change, would, I apprehend, be irregular, unprecedented, and unjus-
tifiable. The version now used, was introduced some years since, by the concur~
rence of the church and society and the pastor. Without such concurrence, and
especially in opposition to the declared opinfon and wishes of a large and respectable
part of the church and parish, neither my judgment nor my conscience will allow me
to reject the present version for another, Yours respectfully,

Cambridge 1th February, 1828. ) A.HOLMES.

'COPY FROM THE RECORDS OF PARISH MEETING, MARCH 20, 1828.

At a legal meeting of the freeholders and other inhabitants of the First Parish in
the town of Cambridge, qualified to vote in Parish affairs, held on the twentieth day
of Mareh in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and twenty-eight,

‘A communication from Rev. Dr. Holmes, pastor of the Parish, in relation to certain
votes passed by the Parish on the seventh day of January last, is read, and ordered to
be placed on the files of the parish papers. *

 The Correspondence between Rev. Dr. Holmes and-sundry of his parishioners in
relation to ministerial exchanges, is read, whereupon it is voted, that the same, or
attested copies thereof, be placed on the files of the parish papers.”

A ¢opy from the Records of the First Parish in Cambridge,

Attest, : WILLL J. WHIPPLE, -
- , : Clerk of said Parish.

If ¢ the Church,” as they call themselves, were desirous of having
the controversy between the Parishand Dr. Holmes correctly under-
stood, fully considered, and justly decided, by the enlightened and
impartial, why did they omit to state the important facts above men-
tioned, proved by the record of the Parish meeting, March 20th 1828,
that the communication and the correspondence therein mentioned
were then read, and, by vote, ordered to be placed on the files of the
Parish papers? Could such an omission originate from mistake? If
it did not, it must throw a just suspicion upon the whole of said “Ac-
count.” If the omission arose from mistake, no dependence can safely
be placed on the accurazy of the ‘‘Account,” or of the information
conveyed by it. Such an omission demonstrates, that the pamphlet in
which it occurs, will produce error and a false opinion in the comimuni-
ty, unless the readers of it look to other sources for accurate and full
information. Were the majority unwilling to hear Dr. Holmes’ com-
. munications to them ? "Did they refuse to hear them?

A petition, dated March 22d, 1828, signed by seventy-nine of the
legal voters of the First Parish in Cambridge, to call a meeting of said
Parish for the purposes therein expressed, having been received by the
Parish Committee, a warrant was duly issued for such meeting on the
5th of April, 1828.

~ PARISH MEETING, APRIL 5, 1828,

At a meeting of the freeholders and other inhabitants of the First Parish in the town
of Cambrldge in the county of Middlesex, qualified to vote in parish affairs, on Satur-
day, the &fh day of April, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred and
twenty eight. . )

Abel Whitney is unanimously elected Moderator of said meeting.

A Remonstrance against the objects of the meeting, signed by William Hliliard,
Esg. and others, is read.

Voted, That this Parish do request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the pastor of said Parish,
to consent to the election and settlement by said Parish, of such Calls KN
be satisfactory to said Parish, to co-operate with hiim in the pediormnnes & We Anhen
of a public teacher of piety, religion, and morality n said Pash.

(94
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Voted, That this Parish do request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the pastor of said Parish,
to assent to an invitation by said Parish, to such clergymen as they may elect to in-
vite to preach in the meeting-house of said Parish, on the Sabbath, not exceeding one
half the time.

Voted, That this Parish do request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the Pastor of said Parish,
to assent to an invitation by said Parish to any clergymen, whom they may elect to
invite to deliver lectures in the pulpit of the meeting-house in said Parish, at such
times as the said Parish may appoint.

Poted, That a committec of six be chosen by ballot, to present to the Rev. Dr.

. Holmes a copy of record of the doings of said meeting and to request his enswer
thereto, with power to treat with him on any incidental questions which may arise.

The following gentlemen were elected said committee, viz.

. Messrs. ABRAHAM HILLIARD, |,
JosepH HoLMEs,
ABeL WHITNEY;
Wirriam J, WHIPPLE,
Francis Dana,
SyLvaNus PLymproN.

Poted, That this committee be authorized to receive the answer of the Rev. Dr.
Holmes to the proceedings of said meeting, and to communicate the same to the
Parish in such wanner as they may think proper.

Voted, That this meeting be dissolved.

A’ true record, Attest, WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,
. : Clerk of said Parish.
‘A true copy from the Records of said Parish,
Attest, WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,

Clerk of said Parish.

The following is the remonstrance referred to in the foregoing rec-
ord, viz: : .

“To the Inhabitants of the First Parish in Cambridge, in Parish Meeting assem-
bled, on the fifth daz of April, A. D. 1828, ' '
The undersigned, inhabitants of; and legal voters in said Parish, respectfully repre-

sent, that they have seen with no small degree of regret, and surprise, a notice to the

members of the First Parish in Cambridge, to assemble this day, for the purpose of
acting upon the following propositions : :

The second article is, to see if the Parish will, by vote, request the Rev. Dr.
Holmes, the pastor of said Parish, to consent to the election and settlement by said
Parish, of such a Colleague, as shall be satisfactory to said Pttish, to- co-operate with
him in the performance of the duties of a public teacher of pibty, religion, and moral-
ity in said Parish. .

. 8d. To see if the parish will vote to request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the pastor of said

Parish, to assent to an invitation by said Parish, to any clergyman, whom they may

elect to invite to preach in the meeting-house of said Parish on the Sabbath, not ex-

ceeding one half of the time. : -

4th. To see if the said Parish will vote to request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the pastor
of said Parish, to assent to an' invitation, by said Parish, to any clergyman, whom

may elect to invite, to deliver lectures in the pulpit of the meeting-house of
said Parish, at such times as said Parish may appoint. :
+These propositions, the- undersigned' cannot but consider as extremely novel, if
not wholly unprecedented ; and for reasons, hereafter to be mentioned, do earnestly
remonstrate against their adoption : )

1. We are not persuaded that the constitution or laws of this Commonwealth author-
ize towns or parishes to levy and collect a tax for the support of more than one
religious teacher. It will not be pretended that a Parish or religious society can be
compelled to support two comnpetent teachers ; and we see no reason to doubt, that
all beyond what the constitution enjoins, must be the result of a voluntary agree-
ment of the members of the society, and obligatory upon those only, who consent
to it. We question, therefore, the authority of the Parish to assess taxes for the sup-
port of two pastors, or ministers.

2. If it were competent for parishes to settle two teachers of piety, religion, and
* morality, and assess taxes for their support, the constitution gives expressly to every
inkabitant, within the limits of the town, or society, a right to appropriate his tax to
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which of the two teachers he chooses, a state of things poorly calculated to promote

in a society, aud eminently calculated to promote contention and alienation.

8. If it be doubttul, whether towns and parishes can compel the support of more
than one teacher, it is in our apprehension clear, that no tax can be laid and collected
for the support of a colleague pastor of another denomination ; and should the candi-
date elected by a majority of the society correspond in sentiment, avowed by a ma-
jority of this society in theirlate memorial, he would, in our opinion, in all respects,
be a minister of another denomination. .

4. We regard the settlement of a colleague pastor as unnecessary. It does not
appear, that either from age, weakness of body, or imbecility of mind, the present
incumbent is unable to fulfil the conditions of the contract originally entered into
with the Parish, and the fulfilling every appropriate duty of his station. . On the con-
trary, it cannot be denied, that for a considerable time past, he has been uncommonl
devoted in supplying personally his own pulpit, as well as in the discharge of all his
duties as a minister. It is equally manifest, that no change has taken place in the.
Parish, which does not rather diminish, than increase the labors of the pastor ; with
the exception of some demands made of late by the moral and religious exigencies of
the people, which have been cheerfully attended to in the performance of consider-
able extra service.

. In the view of these facts, and of the avowed opinions of those, who make this
proposal, your remonstrants can perceive no cause for the propaosition of settling a
colleague with Dr. Holmes, which does not originate in hostility to the doctrines,
which have been taught by him from the beginning ; and which has for its object
the settlement of one o%o 0S1te Opiniois. is"view of the case, the settlement
of a colleague could not fail to be attended with {eat difficulties, both to the pastor,
and to the society. For, although the article in the warrant does not expressly state
the fact, yet it may be fairly inferred from past proceedings, that such a colleague as:
the parish would elect, would not be one, who would co-operate with the present
rightful incumbent, but that there would exist such a diversity of views between the
pastors, and their respective adherents, as might be expected to produce any results,.
rather than those of peace and edification. Besides, a considerable number of this.
church and society cherish a strong attachment to Dr. Holmes, not only for his pri-
vate and public worth, but also, as according with him in our docténal views, as con~
sonant with reason, and the word of God. And moreover, we are fully satisfied of his:
ability and inclination to discharge all the duties incumbent upon him, as a moral and
religious teacher. Under these circumstances, your remonstrants cannot forbear
quoting the sentiments expressed in the last memorial presented to Dr. Holmes,
« that t and numerous disadvantages must result in a moral and religious view,
from a decided difference and constant conflict of theory between a preacher and his:
hearers. When parishioners assemble for public worship, if there is a great conflict
of minciple between them and the preacher, devotion is prevented or interrupted,.
and their minds are less engaged in devotional exercises, than in efforts to support
their own theories, and to disprove those, which they hear from the pulpit. If the
preacher and his hearers are much opposed to each other in their theology, they can-
not harmonize with him in public worship, while he is constantly delivering and la-
boring to establish opinions, which they fully believe to be contradictory to reason,
or revelation, or to one another.”” If this principle operates upon the minds of the
hearers with so much force, what must the effect be upon the_mind of the moral and

religlous teacher, under these ci ces? A pastor of achurch and society,
or nearly forty years, inculcating what he believes to be the

truth, and perfectly consistent with both ¢ reason and scripture,” co-operating with
one, who attempts to disprove the doctrines, to the exposition of what he thinks as
inconsistent both with reasor and scripture. The proposition, upon the very face of
it, involves a request so unreasonable, as cannot fail to be apparent to every reflect-

mind,

m%our remonstrants object to the proposition, as involving an unnecessary expense
upon the parish in the support of two teachers, while a contract exists with one, who

is both able and willing to fulfil the contract on his part, by the faithful discharge of
all his duties. Were the fact otherwise, a proposal to afford him assistance would be
reasonable and fitting. But even in this case, propricty would seem to demand that
he should be consulted with, in regard to the person introduced as a fellow-laborer,
with whom he is to act in so peculiar and intimate a relation. But in the present
instance, he is indirectly, yet plainly told, that he is to have no yeice in whatlw
nearly concerns him. To a pastor, whose day of lWbor was neady Swwd, wdhw
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course would indeed be painful. What then must it be to one, fully competent to
his duties, in the full vigor of his mind, to have thus thrust into his vineyard, in the
midst of his labors, one, whose views and feelings would, in all probability, be di-
rectly opposed to his own.

As the third proposition is, in its nature and object, similar to the second, we would
only remark, that we regard the proposal to Dr. Holmes, to consent that the Par-
ish should be permitted to supply his pulpit, half the time, at their own discretion,
implying, as it obviously does, a supply also by ministers of sentiments, hostile to his
own, appears to us, to be the greatest indignity .ever known to be offered to an aged and
venerable minister of Christ, who, for alinost forty years, has done nothing, but to in-
crease his claims upon his people to affectionate and respectful treatment. And we trust
that the fair fame of this parish may not be handed down, by our own act, to our pos-
terity, and to other generations, with such a blot upon it. The request is in direct
violation of the immemorial rights of a minister in bis own Parish ; and in principle,
cannot easily be distinguished from the provision made by Jaw, for putting conserva-
tors over those, who, by reason of incompetency, are unable to manage their own
affairs; the Parish, in the present case, kindly offering to perform the duties of that
office over Dr. Holmes. Nothing, we are persuaded, can exempt this society from
deep disgrace, in makini such a proposal to one, who was venerated and loved by
our fathers, and under whose paternal care the present generation has risen up ; and
who has done nothing to provoke such treatment, which is not involved in ful-
filment of his contract with the Parish, and of his ordination vows ; and we cannot
believe, that this Parish will consent to make to Dr. Holmes a request, so utterly
unworthy of the respect, which the‘y owe to themselves and to him.

Your remonstrants are clearly of the opinion, that such a course of -procedure
toward Dr. Holmes, as i2 proposed, would - be a violation of the contract, originally
entered into with him, by this parish. Would Dr. .Holmes have consented to settle
upon such terms? And can such conditions be forced upon him, now in the wane
of life, without a violation of the contract? If Dr. Holmes had changed his doctrinal
opinions, the courts have decided, that it would be a valid cause of his dismission. He
could not, on his part, violate his contract, and hold the society to its obligation. But
are not the obligations between a pastor and his Parish reciprocal? Can they, at
will, dismiss him, or modify the contract, on the plea, that they have changed their
doctrinal opinions, and wish-hinrto’gi,?g']’;lace to others, with whom they are better
pleased ? In such cases, the rights of conscience can never be urged, as authorizing
a violation of contracts, rendered desirable by a change of sentiment in one of the
parties. Itis well known also, that there were three parties concerned in the settle-
meat of Dr. Holmes, the Church, the Parish, and the Incumbent ; and whateverright
the society might have had to settle a teacher by its own inclusive authority, it was
at liberty to waive, and did waive, the exercise of it ; and having done so, and con~
sented to a contrgct voluntarily, in which two other parties are concerned, it is not
competent to the Parish to modify, or vacate their own contracts. .

Upon the proposal to Dr. Holmes to consent to the invitation by the Parish, of
other ministers to lecture in his pulpit, your remonstrants would merely observe, that
it comes to us a little out of the usual order of things. At a former Parish meet-
ing, before Dr. Holmes® views were properly before the Parish, it was determioed,
that the Parish would invite ministers to deliver lectures in his pulpit, and a commit-
tee was also chosen to carry the measure into effect, wholly independent of Dr.
Holmes, and without inquiring, what might be his opinions and feelings upon the sub-
ject. It now appears, that what the committee were fully authorized to do, without the
concwrrence of the pastor, has been deferred for the purpose of obtaining his assent,
or, in other words, that the Parish chose to act without consulting him, before his
opinion regularly came before them ; now, that they have ascertained, that he can-
not consistently with a good conscience, give his assent, they see fit to make the
request. To say the least, this order of procedure seems somewhat strange; and
were it not, that much time has elapsed, and the subject occupied the minds of many
to such an extent, we should be compelled, in all fairness, to conclude, that it was
from want of sufficient consideration.

We need make no remarks upon the 5th and 6th Articles in the Warrant, as our
objections to them are included in those, which precede.

In view of the whole subject, considering the unparalleled nature of the proposi-
tions, now presented for adoption, the complete prostration of the former usages of
this church and gociety in the clection and settlement of a pastor or a of colleague ; the
ability of the present incumbent to discharge his duties ; and the necessary increasec
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expense to‘the Parish, by adopting the proposed measures, we do hereby solemnly
euter our objections thereto. . ’
Cambridge, April 5, 1828, Signed by William Hilliard and %1 others.

A copy, - Attest, WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,
Clerk of the First Parish in' Cambridge.

Soon after the last mentioned parish meeting, the committee ap-
pointed by the same presented to Dr. Holmes a copy of the record of
the doings at said meeting, and subsequently received from him the
following answer.

To the First Parish in Cambridge.

Haud the grounds and reasons of your vote, to request.me to consent tp your
election and settlement of a colleague, been stated to me, I might have been en-
abled to form a more competent judgment respecting my present duty. The
request, as it is fresented to me, unsupported by any assigned reason, leaves ‘me
to the consideration of it with no other light than what is derived from preced-
ing transactions. In those transactions there is no allusion whatever to the pres-
ent proposal, which, made as it is without consultation or conference with your
pastor, subjects him to the necessity—unprecedented, it is believed, in a case of
such solemn and mutual concern—of judging and answering for himself alone.
But he has devoutly and importunately sought divine light and guidance ; and it
will be his aim 10 give an answer which his own counscience will approve, and
whiich, he trusts, will commend itself to every man’s conscience in the sight of
God. ’ .

The design of the introduction of a colleague, so far as I can perceive, must
be, either to co-operate with your present pastor, in the maintenance of the same
religious principles which he has maintained during his whole mgistry ; or, to
attempt to co-operate with him in the maintenance of different principles, and a
different course of rinistrations. If the design were, to have an harmonious
co-operation, such as would “become the gospel of Christ,” and tend, with a
divine blessing, to promote truth and piety, unity and peace; your pastor
might. reasonably have expected the expression of such a design, in which his
feelings, his cares, and his labors, must be intimately and deeply concerned.
If. the design were, to have a colleague to co-operate with him in the main-
tenance of such religious principles, as neither this church nor any of its minis-
ters have ever maintained—a co-operation, which, instead of being harmonious,
would be necessarily discordant—your pastor might still have justly expected to
be made acquainted with that design. Were an harmonious co-operation intend-
ed, had the ity or expediency of settling a colleague been made to appear,
your pastor might have been able to give an answer to nutaal satisfaction ; on
the contrary supposition, neither his judgment nor his conscience would allow
him to consent to a measure, alike hostile to his own peacc and usefulness, and,

- as he solemnly believes, to all your best interests for this world and the next.

Without the knowledge of the grounds and reasons of the request, and in op-
position to the declared judgment and wishes of a large and respectable propor-
tion of my parishioners, | cannot give my consent to the election and settlement
of a colleague. Nor can I, for the same reasons, give my assent to a division
of the services of the Sabbath with ministers, whom 1 may neither know nor
approve. . . .

An arrangement having been already made,-and a committee authorized, to
invite clergymen to deliver lectures in our meeting-house, without consnltation
or-conference with your pastor, he is precluded from giving or withboldiag his
assent to a measure, which would be discountenanced by all the courtesies of
society, .and which is at variance with all the established usages of Christian
churches and people. .
With due respect and regard,

‘ : A. HOLMES, Pastor.
Cambridge, 11th April, 1828.

To Abraham Hilliard, Esq. and the other
members of the Committee, authorised
to receive this Answer.

4
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The Patish Committee, on the written application of seventy-gix
voters of the Parish, under date of April 21, 1828, issued their war-
rant for a meeting on the 17th of May following, for the purposes indi-
cated by, the votes passed at that meeting.

!

Parisa MeeTiNG, May 17, 1828.

At a legal meeting of the freeholders and other inhabitants of the
First Parish in the town of Cambridge in the County of Middlesex
and Commonwealth of Massachusetts, qualified to vote in Parish
affairs, held at the Court-house in said Parish, on Saturday, the seven-
teenth day of May; in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hun-
dred and twenty-eight, .

ApeL WHITNEY is unanimously elected Moderator of said meeting.

The petition to the Parish Committee for calling thjs meeting is
read.

A communication from the Rev. Dr. Holmes, in relation to the
votes of said Parish on the fifth of April last past, is read, and ordered
to be placed on the files of the Parish papers.* '

A Remonstrance signed by William Hilliard, Esq. and others,
against the objects and proceedings of this meeting, being offered, and
heard, it is voted that the same be placed upon the files of the Parish
papers. : }

“ Voled, Tl this Parish do request the Rev. Dr. Holmes to discontinue the
public evening lectures in the meeting-house of said Parish, and in said Parish,
by clergymen of the Calvinistic denomination. In which vote, the meeting
being polled, it is found that fifty persons voted in the affirmative, and thirteen
persons in the negative.

¢ Voted, That this parish do request the Rev. Dr. Holmes to discontinue his
exchanges with clergymen of the Calvinistic denomination.

¢ Voled, That this Parish do request the Rev. Dr. Holmes, in case he shall not
comply %ith the requests in the preceding votes, to ask a dismissal from his
office of Pastor of said Parish. -

‘¢ Poted, That Abraham Hilliard, Joseph Holmes, Abel Whitney, William J.
Whipple, Francis Dana, and Sylvanus Plympton, be a committee to receive the
Answer of the Rev. Dr. Holmes to the proceedings of this meeting, with author-
ity to confer with him, should he desire such conference, in relation to the sub-
ject matter of the preceding votes and the acts of the Parish in reference to the

same. . _
“ Voted, That this meeting be dissclved.”

A true record.  Attest. WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,
Clerk of said Parish.

I certify that the foregoing is a true copy from the records of the First Parish
in Cambridge. : WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE, Clerk of said Parish.
L]

The following is the Remonstrénce above referred to.

To the Inhabitants 3{' the First Parish in Cambridge, in Parish Mesling assem-
bled, on the seventeenth day of May, A. D. 1828.

The undersigned inhabitants of, and legal voters in Parish meetings, respect-
fully represent,
. - That by the legal authority of said Parish, they are again called together, to
deliberate and act upon a subject, involving questions and principles, deeply

* See preceding page. - ' .
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interesting, not-only to themselves, but also as having an imfortant bearing
upon the Christian community at large. As from a sense of duty, they have
been led heretofore to remonstrate against the proceedings of the Parish, in
relation to its connexion with Dr. Holmes, as their pastor, in the several propo-
sitions submitted to him, so again, from a solemn sense of duty, they would
remonstrate against the several propasals, embraced in the warrant for calling
this meeting. .

The undersigned having already expressed their opinions at large, with regard
to most of the subjects, upon which they are now called to act, think it wholly
unnecessary to take up the time of the meeling, by fully setting forth their rea- "
sons, for again remonstrating; because, although they consider the proposed
measures to differ in degree, yet they hold them to be nearly the same in prin-
ciple, with those heretofore ,adopted by the Parish, and for an opposition to
which, they have, more than oace, set forth their reasons at large. From a
serious review of their opinions thus expressed, they have found no good and

ufficient reasons for a dissept. They would remark, however, upon the subject
of exchanges, that the ancient and universal usage among the clergy, gives to a
pastor the tame right to exchange with his brethren, as if it had been provided
for in.the articles of his settlement; and therefore, that if a clergyman has a
right to preach those sentiments, which he was known to hold at the time of
his settlement, he has a right also, at times, to maintain ministerial intercourse
with those who hold essentially the same sentiments with himself. The attempt
to deprive him of this privilege, could only be equalled by a request, that he
should preach, not what he might ‘believe, but what his Parish might see fit to
dictate to him. These remarks apply not only to so much of the warrant, as
relates to exchanges for the regular Sabbath exercises, but also to that part of it,
which relates to accasional lectures ; for, from the manner in which the warrant
is worded, your remonstrants must consider the objections to those services,
as going solely to the doctrinal character of those who officiate ; and did not
the words themselves imply this, they should feel bound to consider it the sole
intention of the request. For your remonstrants could not consider it as in-
tended to go to prohibit a religious exercise of this nature, as the parish have
more than once expressed their sense of the importance of this extra service,
by requesting Dr. Holmes to consent to the admission of such clergymen, as the

- Parish should choose, for this express purpose.. A committee was also appointed

to invite neighbouring clergymen to perform such services, which committee is
still in existence, with power to act.

An atlempt to prohibit a number of individuals within the Parish assembling
with their pastor, and that too, without encroaching upon the legal rights of the
Parish at all, for the purpose of attending upon a course of moral and religious
instruction, derived from the word of GoJ: appears to your remonstrants an
alarming stretch of power in a majority of uplifted hands over the minority,
and as without a parallel in these days of boasted religious light and freedom.
An attempt at control, so novel in our land, we trust never will be countenanced
by this meeting. Amid all the excitement of the present moment, we cannot
but cherish the hope, that there is still too much good feeling to support a
measure, which, at same future period, would be remembered with regret.

With regard to the subject of the 5th article in the warrant, we scarcely know
how to express our feelings. After the repeated requests which have been made
to the pastor, all of which involve the same principle, and which was rejected,
in answer to the first memorial presented to him, we are counstrained to con-
sider the whole subject-matter of the warrant to turn upon this article. Can it,
for one moment, be supposed, that any upright and independent pan would
consent to cut himself oft from all official communion with those of his clerical
brethren, who were of the same heart and faith with himself in regard to the
word of God ? The man who would do this, would be deservedly left alone, the
Eity of those who had been his friends, and the scorn of those who had brought

im (o a state of subjection, and a violation of his better judgment; he would
be left in his weakness, and ashamed to look, where the deserted and oppressed
can alorie look for comfort and support. We are therefore compelled to regard
the whole subject now before the parish, as reduced to a single point,—-—i_mc}uan
to Dr. Holmes to leave his Parish. If this request rests upon the rejection of the
several propositions before made; your remonstrants, in conformity ta what



28

they have already expressed, do repeat their full conviction, that from the nature
and tendency of the proposals themselves, and from all the circumstances con-
nected with them, the rejection was not only anticipated, but is fully approved.
If any thing is alleged, affecting in any way the character of our pastor, they
have yet to learn its existence, and upon what it is founded. If this request,
howevet, is the result of an existing and growing opposition to the doctrines

7 tand duties uniformly inculcated by our pastor, the undersigned cannot but ex-
press their decided approbation of both. .

The ties of pastor and people, so holy to religions minds, donbly sanctified as
they are to many of us, by the holy rites of religion, by the sacred and mourn-
ful services of the sick bed, and over those*we have borne to the grave—these
seem drawn closer and closer round our hearts, as the thoughts of a separation
come over us. But it is not ourselves alone, whom we consider at such a time.
We are bound, not only as Christians, but as men, to regard those whose feclings
in all these relations, are often deeper, more lasting, and more tender than our
own. The feelings of religious females toward a faithful pastor deserve, we had

’if‘nlmost said, our reverence ; and that man, who wounds them lightly; not only
wrongs a fellow creature, but injures one who has no protection to.these feelings,
but in his kindness, honor, and justice. We also apprehend, that were the fe-
males of this Farish allowed to come here and speak, a majority of them would
entreat you to forbear; anid we would hope, that we shall not be regardless of
their feelings, because they are not allowed the poor privilege of begging you to
consider tliem.

Our long, familiar, and harmonious intercourse with our pastor; the remem-
brance. of his generosity, and care, and kind manners towards the poor; the
many times we have witnessed how affectionate is his heart, and the emotion he
has discovered, when from the pulpit, which he has so long filled, or when in

\ rivate, he has spoken ¢f his connexions with his Parish ;—these things make us
eel most of all for him. And why all this? Because he cannot, by himself,
%, or through others, consent to preach what he fully believes to be error, and that
“error of no small evil tendefcy; orb he will not (as we hope and trust
he will not) turn his back upon those, who, with him, preach ¢ Christ and him
\cruciﬁed ;" or, because he may think something due to a majority of the church,
who hold the truth with him ; and let us.add, perh majority of the Parish
if both sexes may be included? Let s not aﬂﬁﬁﬁmmmm
urging upon him 3 easures, which, should he submit to them, would
render him a stranger among his brethren, not satisfy those who make the de-
mand, and would leave him dishonored in his own ‘eyes and in theirs.” From
the foregoing considerations, the undersigned pray that all farther proceedings
may be stayed, and commend their pastor, and themselves, to thay God, who con-
Lr-ols ll:“ h:mnn events to the ultimate promotion of his glory, and the safety of
is church.

N Signed by William Hilliard and 42 others.
Cambridge, May 15th, 1828.

In relation to the ¢ Remonstrance, signed by William Hilliard and
others, against the objects and proceedings” of the Parish, at the-
meeting thereof May 17th, 1828, after stating the votes, passed at
that meeting, * the church,” as they call themselves, on p. 16 of their.
“ Account,” &c. select from that Remonstrance, some of the rea-
sons therein alleged, to wit : ’

.

“ Because,” as the remonstrants say, “an attempt to prohibit a number of -
individuals, within the Parish, assembling with their pastor, (and that, too, with-
out encroaching upon the legal rights of the Parish at all,) for the t*{aurpose of
attending upon a course of moral and religious instruction, derived from the
word of God, appears to your remonstrants an alarming stretch of power in a
majority of uplifted hands against the minority.” :

¢ Because an attempt, as by the 3d article, to control the minister’s right of
exchanges with clergymen of his own sentiments, * could only be equalled b:
a request, that he should preach, not what he might believe, but what his Paris|
might see fit to dictate to him.'"’
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¢ The sabbath evening meetings alone were holden in the h belonging to
the Parish, and these in amount not oftener than once a fortnight.”

It will probably be adritted, that the majority of the parishioners,
at ‘the time of the above-mentioned meeting, had, and now have,
not only legal, but moral and religious rights. - They have a right
to profess, advocate, and to support,. by all proper and reasonable
means, the principles which they sincerely believe to be derived from
reason and ¢ the word of God.” 'Those principles, while they con-
scientiously believe them to be strictly conformable to enlightened
reason and divine revelation, it is both their right and their duty to
defend, in their religious society, against the attacks of error, bigotry,
and superstition, and against all attempts to alter- them by proselyt-
ing efforts, however those principles may differ from'the distinguishing
Calvinistic tenets of the remonstrants. Each individual of the ma-
jority has an interest of itnmense value in those principles; in the
cultivation, defence, and propagation of them, and while they ap-
pear to his understanding as sacred, he feels an ardent desire of
recommending’ them to others, and has a right to protect them against
the efforts used by others to cloud and degrade them by error, to
bring them into contempt, or expose them to detestation, by misre-
presentation, by sophistry, and numerous other improper means.
Every one considers it his interest, his right, and his duty, to defend
and ‘preserve the moral and religious principles of the Parish, or
religious society, to which he belongs. 'To have those principles cor-
rupted, or abandoned, must appear to him & great evil, in a moral and’
religious view ; and if he can, in the fair exercise of his rights, ef~
fectually guard against it, it is his indispensable duty to doit. What
was the above-mentioned “ course of moral and religious instruction 1"’
It consisted, principally, if not entirely, of -sermons and ‘lectures by
Calvinists, invited here by the minority, or Dr. Holmes, or both, from
other Parishes and religious societies, contrary to all former usage in
the Parish, and. to the principles, taste, and wishes of the majority,
for the purpose of propagating the tenets of Calvinism in the Parish,
of proselyting members of the majority to those tenets, and of sup-
porting Dr. Holmes in his exclusive practice, which is in perfect
opposition to his own usage, for more than thirty years, and to that of
his predecessors. Dr. Holmes, at the evening lectures, was generally a
humble auditor, and seldom, if ever, preached. Those Calvinists pro-
nounced, and endeavoured to prove, the principles of the majority to be
false, dangerous, and pernicious ; to convince their auditors, that the
distinguishing theories of Calvinism were essentjal to salvation; that
whoever retained, or adopted the principles of the majority, must do it
at his everlasting peril ; that those principles are ¢ moral desolation ;"
that Dr. Holmes’ religious theories are right, and his cause that of
heaven ; and severely censured and condemned not only the princi-
ples, but the conduct of the majorlty. Dr. Holmes confined his ex-
changes to such Celvinists, contrary to the ancient usage, in relation
to exchanges, at the time of his installation, to his own practice, con-
tinued more than thirty years, and to the religious principles of a .
great majority of his parishioners. Under these circumstances, it
_ was both the right and the duty of the majority to tecpest Dr Wswes
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to discontinue said evening lectures by Calvinists, and exchanges with
them ; and his refusal to do it was a breach of his duty to the Parish,
and a violation of the rights of the majority ; and if Dr. Holmes could
not, or rather would not, comply with that request, he was no longer
fit to be the pastor of the Parish, and ought to have asked a dis-
mission from his pastoral office. The majority never requested Dr.
Holmes to preach what he disbelieved ; but only to exchange ‘with
ministers, such as he uniformly exchanged with before, who preach
swhat the majority believe. Let any impartial mind decide, whether
it is true, that what the majority did “ could only be equalled by a
request that he (Dr. Holmes) should preach, not what he might believe,
but what his Parish might see fit to dictate to him.” Is not the

. conscience of each parishioner as sacred as that of the minister ?

Does the act of ordaining a minister make his conscience the only
operative one in the Parish, and take from each parishioner the rights
of conscience he had before ? :

The votes of the Parish were communicated to Dr. Holmes on the
19th of May, 1828, by the Parish Clerk, who, on the 31st of the same
month, received the following

REpLY oF Dr. HoLmEs.
To the First Parish. in Cambridge.

The Parish Clerk has communicated to me your votes, requesting me “ to dis-
continue the public exercise of evening lectures in the meeting-bouse, and in the
Parish, by men of the Calvinistic denomination; and to discontinue my ex-
changes with clergymen of the Calvinistic denomination.” ) -

Calvinistic, like many other terms by which Christians of different religious
principles are meant to be distinguished, is often very erroneously and unjustly
applied to ministers and cburches. Supposing you to mean by ¢ Calvinistic
that denomination of Christiaris who bold to the great principles of the Protestant
Reformation—not in every particular, perhaps, as they were held by that emi-
nént reformer ‘ whose praise is‘in all the churches,” but coinciding with him
genemllﬁv, as with the other principal reformers, in the reception of doctrines
which they believe to be scriptural and rational ; there appears no reason why
men of this denomination should be excluded from us.

Christians of that denomination profess the same general principles of religion
which have been professed by the purest churches in Christendom—I mean the
Reformed Churches of Holland, of Switzerland, of Geneva, the Church of Eng-
land, the Church of Scotland, and the first Churches of New-England. How a
minister, holding those principles, and uniformly maintaining them in a long
ministry, in connexion with a«hurch originally formed and settled upon those
very principles, and never professedly nor actually renouncing them, can con-
sistently, or honestly, withhold an exczange of stated or occasional services with
ministers ‘of that denomination, I cannot perceive.

The general Erinciples professed by the reformed churches, are the very prin-
ciples upon which the First Church in Cambridge was originally formed and
settled, and which neither this church nor its ministers have renounced, during
the long period of nearly two hundred years. Were I to discontinue my exchanges
with ministers of these principles, or to cease to ayail myself of their occasional

. services, at suitable times and-places, as the state and circumstances of the

church and people might appear to require; I should act in opposition to my
judgment and conscience, anj’ could not feel myself justifiable in the sight of
God or man. After the assurance which 1 had received from the memorialists,
that tirey “ should be most unwilling to interfere with my convictions of duty,
or rights of conscience,” it could not reasonably bave been expected that I
shiould so soon afterward be presentgd with requests, which are a direct and

. palpable interference with both.

1



97

{e?

31

As the last vote, making a still farther request, rises out of the two previous
votes, and has a sole reference te the answer that should be given to the requests
there made ; and ihose votes being grounded on principles which, I apprehend,
must appear to every unprejudiced mind to be as unreasonable as they are un-
precedented ;—allow me to say, it could hardly have been expected by those
making the request, that it should be complied with. A compliance with this
request, upon such principles, would, in my view, be not indefensible merely,
but highly culpable. It would be a desertion of those of the society, who
accord with me and with our predecessors of this church and Parish in religious
principles, and who have solemnly remonstrated against the procedure. It
would be a desertion of my divine Master; and I could not answer to HIM for
such a direliction, for “1 am under the law to Christ.” It would be a desertion
of this beloved church which has been committed to my pastoral care; and L
could not answer for sach a direliction, either to the church, or to ¢ the shep-
herd and bishop of our souls.” It would be a baneful precedent, tending to un-
settle the rights, and to disturb the order, of churches and Parishes. It would
tend to discourage young men of talents ard piety from entering into the Chris-
tian ministry, and thus injuriously affect the best interests of the civil and Chris-
tian community. It would serve to break down the institution of public instruc-
tion and of united social worship, introduced by our wise and pious forefathers,
and most successfully maintained in New-England to the present day.

In this view of the subject,. I am constrained to say, that a compliance with
requests, inconsistent with my religious principles and ordination vows, and, in
my apprehension, prejudicial to the ultimate good of the Parish itself, cannot
reasonably be expected on your part, nor acceded to on my own.

I am, yours respectfully,

A. HOLMES.
Cambridge, 31st May, 1828. o :

After the receipt by the committee of the above communication, and
consultation with several Parishioners as to the expediency of calling
a Parish meeting, it being deemed inconvenient and inexpedient to
be done at this season of the year, a numerous meeting of the Par-
ishioners was held® for the purpose of hearing the said reply, who
afterwards adopted and transmitted to Dr. Holmes the following

ApprEss oF EicaTy PARISHIONERS.
To the Rev. Dr. Holma",astor of the First Church in Cambridge.

The subscribers, who are parishioners and legal voters in tne First Parish in
Cambridge, have recently examined your answer to the last votes of the Parish,
addressed to you, requesting you “ to discontinue the public exercise of evening
lectures in the meeting-house and in the Parish, by men of the Calvinistic de--
nomination ; to discoutinue your exchanges with clergymen of the Calvinistic
denomination ; and, in case of your refusal to comply with those requests, to
ask a dismissal from your office of pastor of said Parish.”

As it is not convenient to the parishioners to attend a Parish meeting at this
seazon of the year, we think it expedient to express to you our objections to that
answer, and the reasons of the dissatisfaction which it has excited in our minds.
Ifit be practicable to obtain and secure our parochial rights and privileges, by
patience and perseverance, in the use of petition, argument, and persuasion, we
are desirous of avoiding the necessity of resorting to a legal tribunal for that
purpose. It is, perhaps, important, that you should understand seasonably, that
we consider the parochial rights, which we have heretofore claimed, of inesti-
mable value ; that we have not abandoned them, nor despaired of regaining
them ; ard that we have firmly resolved to demand and pursue those rights,
until we shall obtain the perfect and unmolested enjoyment of them. Your an-
swer has no tendency to convince us, that there is any thing wrong in those
votes, or in the principles on which they are founded; but, on reflection, we
approve both the votes and the principles, and are convinced, that your previous
conduct rendered it not only proper but expedient to pass those votes. You,

Sir, undoubtedly recollect, the writings which we and (be Pafidh wddrersed \»

)
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you, previous to the Parish meeting in which those votes were passeq; and

- the principles, facts, and arguments contained in them, and we meation them

here for the purpose of stating, that we yet fully approve those writings, and that
no answer received from you, nor any remonstrance from the minority, your
adherents, has in any degree tended to convince us, that those wiitings are, in any
respect, erroneous, or that any part of the substance of them requires alteration
or amendment. On some futlure occasion, we shall probably exhibit to you the
results of our examination of your answers, to which we have not replied, and
of the remonstrances by your adherents, composed of the very small number of
persons who constitute the minority in this Parish.

In your answer to the abovementioned votes, you say, Sir, that ¢ Calvinistic,”
is often very erroncously and unjustly applied to ministers and churches. You do
not state in what such error and injustice consist, nor any instances of either of
them, nor any evidence to prove a single case of an erroneous or unjust applica-
tion of that term. It has become somewhat fashionable among Calvinists, when
they have suspected that the epithet ¢ Calvinistic” has excited prejudice against
them, to complain loadly of its applieation to them ; but those whbo have made
such complaints, have generally demonstrated by their preaching, that there was
neither error nor injustice in the application; that they retained the principles
and spirit of Calvinism, and objected to that application only because they had
beceme prudent, and were desirous of partially concealing and softening the harsh-
er and more offensive parts of their'system. - Considering those votes, therefore, in-
dependently of the communications previously made to you, there is no ambiguity
in the word ‘ Calvinistic,” as used by the Parish. But, before those votes, you
bad been repeatedly informed, that we differed in our religious principles from
you and your favorite preachers, and that we conscientiously objected to the
theological theories of those whom you exclusively invited into our pulpit.
Preceding (ravsactions, between you and the liberal part of the parishioners,
had so fully made known to you our principles and wishes, and designated to
you the class of preachers to whom we object, that you could not, had you been
willing to understand, doubt the sense in -which  Calvinistic” is used in those
votes. You were not, therefore, under the necessity of making any supposition

_in relation to the meaning of that word; but the supposition was made for the

purpose of introducing a number of subjects, which we had heard from you much
too often before ; —subjects which, notwithstanding yowr great partiality for
them, have no connexion with the case, nor any adaptation to our religious prin-
ciples, taste, or wishes.

- The abovementioned subjects are contained in the following part of your an-
swer, lo wit,  Supposing you to mean by - Calvinistic,’ that denomination of
Christians, who held the great principles of the Protestgg Reformation,—not in
every particular, perhaps, as they were held by that emlinent reformer, ¢ whose
praise is in all the churchds,’ but coinciding with bim generally, as with the other
principal reformers, in the reception of doctrines, which they believe to be
scriptural and rational ; there appears no reason why men of this denomination
should be excluded from us. ' '

¢ Christians of that denomination profess the same general principles of reli-

ion, which have been professed by the purest churches in christendom. I mean
the reformed churches of Holland, of Switzerland, of Geneva, the church of
England, the church of S¢otiand, and the first churches in New England.”

If the subjects which form the whole substance of the above cited part of your
answer, had any intimate cornexion with, or applicability to the questions,
which have, for some months, been under discussion between ‘you and this
Parish, we should regret that you have introduced each one of them in the most
indefinite manner, and have left us to conjecture how you understand, and how
you wish us to understand, each of those subjects. The questions uaturally arise,
from reading your answer, what were the great principles, and what the other
principles of the Protestant reformation ? If Calvinists, according to you de-
finition or description of them, do not hold those great principles, in every par-

- #icular, as they were held by that eminent reformer, which of those principles

do they hold, and which do they reject? What eminent reformer has ever ap-
peared in the world, ¢ whose praise isin all the churches?”’ What do you mean
by ¢all the churches?” Do you consider the churches mentioned by you as
being all. « the purest churches in christendom ?” What are the principles of
the enumerated churches? Have their principles always been substantially the
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same, from the beginning of the reformation to the present day ? or have their
pniuci.]l)les. often fluctuated and varied, in important particulars? Have those
churches harmonized with one another in their creeds and systems of theology,
or have they differed in many leading principles? What do you mean by ¢ the
first churches of New England 2 What were their religious principles? Did
they agree perfectly? What makes it incumbpent on us to ascertain their reli-
gious principles, or to adopt them as the standard for our faith, or for the exercise
of our reason, and for our interpretation of the Bible? 1f we had a right, or if it
were our duty, to derive the prinicples of our religion from Calvinists, tlie history
of the reformation, an eminent reformer, principal reformers, or from any or
all of the churches mentioned by you, it would be impossible for us to derive
any valuable information froth your suggestion of the above subjects, before you
shall have given them a more definite and luminous form. .

The introduction of the aforesaid subjects into your answer necessarily im-
plies, that you consider them materials proper for deciding theological contro-
versies, and disputes concerning ecclésiustical rights between a Parish and their
minister, It is our opinion, that such materials are not adapted to the purposes
for which you have used them. We do not think it [;‘grht'&'t wise to_derive our
religious.theories from history, or bi % Jallible mei, or churches, or
human creeds and- speewlationss=—but claiming the Tight of private judgment,
and exercising mental independence, in relation to religion, we feel ourselves
conscientiously bound to use our reason, and to study the Bible, in the best
manner of which we are capable, for the purpose of ascertaining what is the
only true and pure system of natural and revealed religion, free from all human
. corruptions, and above all human authority. Bat if the kinds of topics embraced
in the passage above cited from your answer, were perfectly adapted to your,
purpose of showing, that you had not only a right, but that it was your duty, to
refuse a compliance with the above requests of the Parish, a critical examination’
and investigation of those topics, so far as necessary to discover clearly and fully
the principles and facts involved in them, would make it manifest, that you took
a very imperfect view of them, and reasoned erroneously from them, and would
demoastrate, that they are either inadequate to your support, or are opposed to
your principles and practice, so far as they are in opposition to the rights claim-
ed, and the desires expressec‘ to you by the Parish.

For the purpose of convincing you, that the foregoing observations are true,
we invite your attention to a candid and careful examination of some of the
most important of those topics. You appear, Sir, to entertain the opinion, that
“the great principies of the Protestant reformation,” are substantially, although
“not in every particular, perbaps,” the same as the leading and distinguishing
religious ter®ts of Calvin. It is presumed, that you will readily admit, that the
principal and distinguishing tenets in Calvin’s system of divinity were the following,
to wit, particular redemplion, or the limitation of the saving effects of Christ’s death
to the elect only ; the total corraption of human nature ; the total moral inability
of man in his fallen state ; the irresistibility of divine grace ; and the final perse-
verance of the saints ; all of which were declared by the synod of Dort in 1618, to
be the true and only doctrines of scripture. If these tenets, subject to some unim-
portant modifications, are the great principles of the Protestant reformation, men-
tioned by you, a vast multitude of Protestant Christiaus, of different denomina-
tions, in Europe and America, have rejected them partially, and a very great
number of those Christians have totally condemned them, as contradictory to rea-
son and scripture, as perfectly irreconcileable with the divine attributes, and as de-
cidedly repugnant and hostile to all pure and undefiled religion  Our religion, on
the subjects of those tenets, is diametrically opposed ta them, and bearg no more
resemblance to them, than light does to darkness, or truth to error and false-
hood. We cannot consent to look dtliberalely at such tenets, for the purpose,
or with the expectation, of forming qur religious theories from them, nor can we
anticipate learning any thing of true religion from any reformers, or churches, or
ancestors, by whom those tenets have been believed, or even professed. The
adoption of those tenets would appear to us equally a sacrifice of reason, and a
misconstruction ard perversion of revelation, the highest offence against our
own rational nature, and the perfection of the Supreme Ruler of the universe,
If the reformers and churches. mentioned by you had been unanimous in their
belief and profession of the tenets above specified, we should condiles Wnow
tenets as the erroneous and crude productions of humen winds, Aketiny, oty
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from the eternal and immutable grincip!es of infinite wisdom, unbounded benev-
olence, and perfect rectitude. But, as' we know that partisan theology canmot
annihilate or control the truth of history, we confidently state to you, that those
tenets were not harmoniously professed by the early reformers, or by the
churches mentioned by you. Examine, for a short time, the history of the re-
formation, and you will find great numbers, who have belonged to those church-
es, or who are now members of them, who have not been Calvinists, but have
professed principles not only different from, but opposed to all the peculiar prin-
ciples of Calvinism. .

Arminians, who are almost perfectly opposed to the five leading and distin-

ishing tenets of Calvinism, have been, and we presume are, very numerous
in Holland, in Geneva, in 8cotland, England, &c. Several authors, eminent for
their talents, learning, virtues, and piety. who had an extensive and accurate
knowledge of the Church of England, have stated, and contended strenuously,
that the Church of England is Arminian. But, hawever the dispute concerning
the relative number of Arminians and Calvinists in the Church of England may
be determined, it is sufficient for the present purpose, to say, that the Arminians
in it are very numerous, and probably are a majority, and would appear to be
o, if those belonging to that church were liberated from legal fetters, and should
declare their real sentiments. :

In Geneva, where Calvinism flourished so long and so exclusively, Arminianism
took up its residence, and in the course of a few years prevailed so much, that
the Genevese might almost be denominated an Arminian church.

After the synod of Dort, Arminianism made great progress among the reformed
in various parts of Europe, as well as in the United Provinces. In Bremen,
Brandenberg, and other churches in Germany, it soon acquired an extensive
and .permanent fodting. You know, Sir, the reformers, as they have been gen-
erally called, soon divided into many denominations, who differed widely from
each other, as to doctrines, discipline, and worship. Some of those denomina-
tions, when they first arose, at an early period of the reformation, were extrava-
gant and enthusiastic, bigoted, superstitious, and exclusive in their religion ;
but their false, wild, and absurd opinions and doctrines were not more repug-
nant to the true principles of Christianity, than their actions were to its spirit.
The last mentioned denominations, by acquiring more knowledge, and restraih-.
ing their zeal ; by giving more operation to their understandings, and less to their
passions; by gainifig something more of moderation, humility, and christian
charity, and diminishing their bigotry and intolerance ; and by abandoning their
pharisaical pride and repulsion, have become wiser and better men and Chris-
tians, and have ceased to disgrace their religion by their great errors; absurdities,
and vices. .

Every intelligent, impartial, and well-educated person, who reads the true
history of the reformation, in which there is no substitution of undeserved eulo-
gy for facts, must be deeply impressed with the convictien, that the reformation,
during a considerable period from its commencewent, was very imperfect ; that
its progress, opposed and retarded by many powerful causes, was very stow ;
and must feel a deep regret, that the reformers exhibited so many great defects and
errors in theory, and so much bigotry, uncharitableness, intolerance, and violence
in practice. e wish to know and to acknowledge with gratitude and praise,
all the excellence in theology, morals, and piety, which the reformers actually
exhibited, and to presume in their favor as much as we can reasonably, withoat
contravening established facts. It is difficult to imagine men more unfavorably
situated than the reformers were, for the purpose of acquiring a correct and
complete system of théological principles, and of attaining to any great purity
and elevation in morals and piety. They had been educated under the com-
bined influence of Popish errors, bigotry, superstitions, grossimmoralities, and
despotic ecclesiastical control ;—they were surrounded by the ignorant, supersti-
tious, corrupt, and intolerant multitude, who were then the subjects of papal
influence, authority, and power ;—they were suspected, watched, resisted, slan-
dered, and persecuted by the friends and slaves of popery ; and a vast number of

owerful causes co-operated to make it extremely difficult for them to produce,
in themselves and others, that great but partial reformation, in principles and
action, which was the result of their great and persevering efforts. Howeverim-
perfect the reformation was, considering all the circumstances under which the

reformers acted, it is surprising that so great success attended their exertions.

[ N
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‘We would praise and honor -them for all.their wise and virtuous actions, which
contributed to the Reformation, so far as history makes them known to us;
and view their errors and vices; with the eye of Christian charity, and consider
them pvith all reasonable extenuations, which their situation and circumstances
can furnish. But nothing can transform error into truth ; bigotry or intolerance,
into charity or candor; or vice into virtue, or folly into wisdom. Perfect
charity permits us to view persons and actions in their true character, and never
requires, or even allows us to praise, or even approve, that which is wrong in
speculation, feeling or action.

In relation to Calvin, it is undoubtedly true, that he was a man of powerful
talent, extensive learning, great zeal, boldness, and perseverance, and that by
his heroic efforts in resisting the Church of Rome, he contributed largely to the
Reformation ; but it must be further stated, that his errors were neither few nor-
small ; that his conduct was deeply marked by bigotry, intolerance, turbulence,
and a spirit of persecution, and that there is, in his character as delineated-on
the puges of the most authentic history, a great want of the humble, mild,
charitable, and beneficent spirit of the gospel, and of the amiable Christian vir-
tues. It has been stated by respectable authors, and we presume it is true, that
he surpassed all the other. reformers in learning and ability, and most- of them
in obstinacy, asperity, and turbulence. When we read the history of persecu-

. tlons, and especially those parts of it relating to Castalio, Servetns, and others, the

splendor of this great luminary of the Reformatien is obscured by a dense and
dark clond, which can never be dissipated, but will last until the name of Calvin
shall be lost in ablivion. o
By ¢that eminent reformer, whose praise is in all the churches,” we presame
you intend to designate Calvin. We cannot perceive the propriety of a ptzing
to him that fragment of a scriptural text. It implies a character, to WEIC , in

. our opinion, Calvin was not entitled. If by ¢ all the churches,” you mean all

9

Christian churches, we have no evidence, that his praise, unless it were partial
and confined to worthy traits in his character, has ever been in them all ; nor
does there exist an{ good reason, why all those churches should praise him, in-
discriminately, without distinguishing his true from his false theories ; his Chris- -
tian spirit from his wicked passions, affections, and prejudices, and his virtues
from his vices. Several entire denominations of Christians, composed of a
great number of churches, condemn all the distinguishing principles, commonl
called the five points, in Calvin’s system of divinity, andecensure many of his
dispositions and actions, A considerable proportion of the churches, in several
other Christian denominations, disbelieve and reject the whole, or great and
essential parts of those principles, and view many parts of his character with
disapprobation, and some of his actions with abhorrence. One class of Calvin-
ists say, that Calvin’s distinguishing theories do not go far enough ; and another
class of them, that his theories go too far ; and many in both thosé classes, either
conceal, or censure, a number of his actions. The above cited phrase, we fear,
is adapted to_convey, into the minds of readers, a very erroneous opinion of
Calvin’s character, and to convince them, that he actually deserved and received
the unqualified praise of all Christian churches. '

It is admitted, that persons possessing a correctand comprehensive knowled
of the biography of Calvin and of the iistory of the Reformation, would not
deceived Dy that phrase, but a great majority of the whole number of Christians
would receive from it a false impression in relation to his character. We pre-
sume that you wrote the above cited phrase, subject to a number of great qualifi-
-cations, which you did not think to express.

We profess not to be blinded I:{ partisan principles in theology, so far as to
deny Emise to any person, who deserves it, or to bestow it, where it is not due,
and where censure would be better adapted. So far as Calvin was a great and
good character, we join in his praise ; but we cannot so far depart from correct
principles, from sound judgmeut, from truth, and from the maxims of wisdom,
as to eulogize him, without expressly excepting his errors and his vices.

Should his errors and vices be attributed to the age in which he lived, if it be
admitted, that his contemporaries exerted so powerful an influence over him,
as to lead bim into error and vice, yet whatever conjecture shall be made as to
the causes of his errors and vices, they are not thereby tranformed into trutb

~and virtue, but retain their original character, according to which we axe honnd

to view them and treat them. It may be inquired Whal poge, Phivek, smRRtet,

'
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kin%, or individual, what synod, church, diet, or society, in the age of Calvia,
or for along time before, or after, knew correcly and comprehensively the
principles, or spirit, of Christianity, so far as any jodgment can be formed from
their theories, actions, and characters. We have found no evidence, that any
individual, or any community, socielg, or association, in Calvin’'s time, or for a
long time before, or after, understood the true principles, spirit, and practice of
Christianity ; and there is great weight of evidence to prove, that every oune,
then professing that sysiem of religion, connected with it many great errors and
superstitions, and exhibited in his actions numerous violations of ita rules and spirit.
Does not the history of bigotry, superstition, intolerance, and persecution, for sev-
eral centuries, commencing long before the age of Calvin, and terminating toward
the close of the seventeenth century, prove conclusively the truth of the fore-

oing observationns? If they are true, they demonstrate, that those, who exhib- .
ited Christianity so imperfectly, both in theory and practice, and who so often
and so grossly violated not only its most important rules, but its spirit, are wholly
unsuitable to be the legislators, dictators, instructers, or guides, of any person,
or of the whole human race, through succeeding ages, in Christian theory and
practice. .
A learned, powerful, and celebrated Christian author says, * By the religion
of Protestants [ do not understand the doctrine of Luther, or Calvin, or Melanc-
thon, nor the Confession of Augsburg, or Geneva, nor the Catechism of Heidel-
berg, nor the Articles of the Church of England, no, nor the harmony of Protest-
ant Confessions ; but that, in which they all agree, and which they all subscribe
with a greater harmony, as a perfect rule of faith and action, that is, the Bible.”—
¢« The Bible, I say, the Bible only is the religion of Protestants. Whatsoever. else
they believe, besides it, and the plain, irrefragable, indubitable consequences of
it, well may they hold it as a matter of opinion ; but as a matter of faith and re-
ligion, neither can they with coherence to their own grounds believe it them-
selves, nor require belief of it of others, without most high and most schismatical
presumption. I, for my part, after a long, and, as I believe and hope, impartial
search of the true way to eternal happiness, do profess plainly, that I cannot
find any rest for the sole of my foot, but upon this rock only. I see plainly with
my own eyes, that there are popes against popes ; and councils aguinst councils ;
some fathers against other fathers; and some fathers against themselves ; a con-
sent of fathers of one age against a consent of fathers of another age ; traditive
interpretations of scripture are pretended, but there are few, or none to be found ;
no tradition, but that of the scripture, can derive itself from the fountain, but
‘may be plainly proved, either to have been brought in, in such an age after
Christ, or that in such an age, it was not in. In a word, there is no sufficient
certainty, but of seripture only, for any considering man to build upon. This,
therefore, and this only, I have sufficient reason to believe. This I will profess ;
according to this I will live ; and for this, if there be occasion, I will not only
willingly, but even gladly, lose my life ; though I should be sorry, that Christians
should take it from me. Propase to me any thing out.of this book, I will sub-
scribe with hand and heart. In others things, I will take no man’s liberty of
judging from him, neither shall any man take mine from me.” ¢ Hence,” ob-
serves another author, “ the Bible is the only sure foundation, upon which all true
Protestants build évery article of the faith which they profess, and every point
of doctrine which they teach. And all other foundations, whether they be the
decisions of councils, the confessions of churches, the prescripts of popes, or the
expositions of private men, are considered by them as sandy and unsafe, and,
as in no wise to be ultimately relied on.” You, Sir, have not stated definitely,
on what principles you believe the original churches in New-England were
settled, nor proved what those principles were, nor shown that there was a har-

mony of principles among those churches. Those churches opposed important .
principles belieyed and professed by the Church of England, and the other
churches mentioned by you. We would ask you, Sir, what makes those original
churches a standard for you, or for our faith and practice? The members of
those churches were generally men of very little education and of extremely
limited knowledge. They exhibited strong passions and powerful prejudices.
They were, in no small degree, bigoted, superstitious, and intolerant, and, in re-
lation to 'reliﬁious and ecclesiastical affairs, often manifested an .inordinate love
of power and a spirit of dictation and of persecution. In relation to their re-
Jigion, they rejected all human authority, which was intended to operate upon
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themselves, and yet claimed and exercised an extensive authority over others,
In short, we have never received any satisfactory evidence, that they were, by
their superior wisdom, or virtues, or piety, qualified to be a moral and religious
standard for you and us, and for all succeeding generations of men.

The preceding observations relating to the theories and characters of the re-
formers, to the history and character of -the Reformation, and to the original
churches in New-England, exhibit to you, .Sir, some of the numerous reasons,
which influence us in deciding, that it is wiser and more evangelical to consult
reason and the sacred scriptures, for the purpose of learning and establishing the
principles of our theology, than to attempt to derive them from the writings of

/a g reformers, or the opinions of churches, or the peculiar speculations of individu-
als. We have the same kind of right of private judgment, and to reform other
individuals and communities, as Luther, Calvin, the Church of England, and
other reformers had. But we claim no greater right to judge and reform the
principles of our predecessorsy or contemporaries, or to bind our successors, than
Luther, Calvin, other reformers, and our pious ancestors, claimed. Generally,
individuals and communities have been ready to believe, if not, at least, to say,

lﬂ\! that their principles are right, and that they are obligatory on the whole world
and on their successors forever. But their contemporaries and successors have
usually adjudged, that they have had the unquestionable right and adequate
wisdom, to adopt, or reject, wholly or partially, and to alter or amend those
principles, according to their judgment. :

By the law of nature all persons have an equal right of conscience. Revela-
tion and the constitution of this Commonwealth harmonize with the law of na-
ture, ‘in relation to that right. Liberty of ience is inalienable. A parish-
ioner, therefore, by joining in the election and ordination of a minister, does not
transfer, diminish, or annihilate his liberty and rights of conscience, but after
such ordination, he-is’entitled to that liberty and those rights, as much as he was
before, as he remains liable to all the obligations of constience. The minister,
therefore, is bound to exercise his conscience within such limits, and in such a

. manner, as not to infringe upon' the Parishioner’s liberty or rights of conscience,.
which remain, as they were before the ordination, equal to those of the minis-
,"\&n_a"’:’e'have, some time since, designated to you, what We-comceive o be the
traé divisional line between your rights of conscience and our own. It appears
to us, that you pervert the meaning of the word ¢ conscience,” and that you
forget the principles relating thereto, above stated, when, under that name, you
claim the right,in relation to religion, to decide, not only for yourself, but for us, and
for a considerable number of the miost able, learned, eloquent, virtuous, and pious
¢ clersymen in this Commonwealth, &nd 10 tetermrime; that Wey-are Tiol Christians
13 cqually with yourseTr, andthar they are umworthy-of beimg admitted Into our
polpit, If you will" confine-your Conscience within those limits, which infinite
wisdom has prescribed to you and to us, and which equally apply to the con-
sciences of all rational beings, capable of moral action, and connected with
others in society, and make your convictions of duty conform to an enlightened
conscience, operating within its proper boundaries, and harmonizing with the
eternal rules of rectitude, you will then see clearly, that the rights claimed by
us, do not, in the least possible degree, interfere with your rights of conscience,
or convictions of duty, and that the convictions of duty, with which you accuse
us of interfering palpably, "are founded on an erro! ableex-
tension of what . mce. If you, Sir, have such rights
cience, as you claim and insist on exercising in this -Parish without con-
trol, if not without resistance, then we have no rights of conscience, in relation
to the system of moral and religious principles, which we must hear from our
pulpit, over which you appear to us to be exercising a kind of mﬂ']ilg%ll_djup
}0( torship, and, in this state of things, your conscience is the only on€ e Par-
ish, which can operate effectually concerning those principles.
You say, Sir, that the principles, on which the two first of the abovementioned
votes are founded, must, as you apprehend, appear to every unprejudiced mind to
be as unreasonable as they are unprecedented ; that those making the requests, s
contained in those two votes, could hardly have expected a compliance with
the request expressed in the last vote ; and that your compliance with the last
request would be not indefensible merely, but highly culpable. :
On this part of your answer it is sufficient to observe, that aue :\\\igms\\\i
the principles, on which the two firat votes are lounded, 1 demeiricdy swew

.
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ed to your opinion of them. How far reason, or prejudice, has governed you,
3 o those who passed the votes, may hereafter be a subject for critical examina-.
> tion, and for decision, not by you, or by us, but by a disinterested and impartial

tribunal, not influenced, or governed, bz peculiar theological tenets. You ap-

pear, Sir, to have a great reverence for the religious opinions, and an exquisite
sensibility to the wishes of the small number of persons, who adhere to-your
cause, and of the smaller number, who agree with you and your favorite preach-
ers on the distinguishing points of divinity, and that smaller number are so
much beloved by you, in consequence of the harmony between you and them,
on disputed theological tenets, that you, apparently without hesitation, and with
great pleasure, substitute their will, in relation to our ecclesiastical affairs, for
that of the Parish, and are very willing to assist them in governing the Parish.
! Do youand the minority in this Parish ebaritably presume, that the great ma-
jority of the parishioners are_not Christians, and that they have no religious
principles and- rights ?  The majority is Parish feel a sincere, ardent, and
strong attachment to those religious principles, which they believe and profess ;
and while they consider truth in theology of infinite value, and all error danger~
ous and pernicious, they feel bound to advocate and support what they fully
believe to be true religion, with all their ability, and with a laudable zeal and
rseverance, and to expose and resist false and pernicious doctrines in theology,
y a seasonable use of the best and most effectual means in their power, and in
that way, which will, probabiy, subserve, in the best manner, the cause of divine
truth, and the best interests of pure and undefiled religion. Considering the dis-
tinguishing tenets of Calvinism not only false, but immoral in their tendency,
we feel a deep conviction, that we are bound, by an indispensable obligation,
to expose the falstiy of those tenets, and, in the most effectual manner, to- op-
pose their propagation. We regret, Sir, that you have departed so widely from
the ancient usage in this Parish, and from your own former charitable and im-
partial practice, in relation to ecclesiastical exchanges, and that yot have, by
our innovations in your conduct as pastor of this Parish, excited great dissatis-
action, violated our rights, and done a great injury to the Parish.

When a minister and a great majority of his parishioners become decidedly
opposed to each other, in doctrine and practice, or either of them, and there is
good reason to believe, that the differences between them have become irrecon-
€ileable, it must necessarily subserve the peace and good order of 'society, and
the best interests of ecclsiastical institutions, to have a separation take place.
How your asking a dismissal, agreeably to the request made to you, could be
# a haneful precedent,” we cannot easily conceive, and we think it required con-
siderable imagination in you to enable you to draw that conclusion. You appear
to be apprehensive, that your compliance with the requests made to you in the
(, above votes, would be followed by many pernicious effects; but we are fully

convinced, that such compliance, instead of producing any one of those effects,

would contribute, in a high degree, to the ultimate good of the Parish and to
the best interests of all concerned. . :

If a minigter has the onl ience in his Parish ; if he can successfully op-

19 pose the religious pr es, wishes, an €, of a very large majority of the
perishioners, and violate their rights; if he can, under the word  conscience,”
or any other name, or pretext, assume the authority of a spiritual dictator, and
drive the majority of the parishioners into exile from the Parish, for.the purpose

' ofenjoying libeFly of consciente, and of hearing true religion, no free and inde-
pendent people will, in future, consent to elect and ordain a minister ; but will
employ one to preach in such way and under such circumtances, as shall be ne-
cessary to preserve their rights and protect their consciences against violatio!

To induce Parishes to elect and settle h&n&o&eﬂ,—ﬁmﬂﬂwﬁ'ﬁ;:

it should be great and numerous, and the incidental evils, few, small, and easilr

remedied. But if, on the gther hand, those evils are many, great, and difficult
to be remedied, or irremt;zliable, Parishes will not incur the risk, or encounter

the danger, of having pastors ordained over them. .

We have endeavored /to state to you distinctly a few of our objections to
your Answer, some of the reasong on which they are founded, and a small number
of our arguments to shgw the reasonableness of said requests, and of those before
made to you. It is more wise and magnanimous to correct errors, than to ad-
here to and perpetuate them. We hope, Sir, that you will seriously, impartially,

abaritably, and critically reconsider the past transactions between you and the ma-
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Jority of your paristiioners, and that you may, in consequence of it, make sucls
decision as shall be satisfactory to all concerned, and promotive of their best in-
terests.

Cambridge, Aug. 2, 1828.

This Address was signed by 80 parishioners, and communicated to
Dr. Holmes on the 2d of August, 1828.

On the 9th of August was received the following
RerLy oF Dr. HoLMmEs.
To the Subscribers to a Paper of the 2d inst. communicated by their Comniiltee.

The Votes of the Parish of the 17th of May having requested me to exclude
ministers of the ¢ Calvinistic denomination ”” from our public services, I stated
in my answer what I supposed to be meant by those words. If that be not the
meaning, the Votes are, to me, unintelligible. I need only say, it is pot the
character of the Reformer that is here in question, nor what can be said for, or
against, the principles of the Reformation ; nor is jt the question, Whether the
principles of our Church are founded on the opinions of any man, or body of
men ; for it is certain, that they were originally, and are still, professedly be-
lieved on the authority of the Bible. All Christian churches and religious socie-
ties, it is taken for granted, have sofne profegsed principles of religion. When a
minister has become settled in a church and society upon their own professed

rinciples, he himself professing them, he is unquestionably at liberty to change
£is own principles, if he see just cause ; but, in that case, he can no longer justly
claim to be their minister. His parishioners also have unquestionably the same
liberty ; but, in case of their change, they cannot reasonably claim the introduc-
tion of their diverse and opposite principles into his ministry. .

My answer to the Votes of the Parish is grounded on the obligation I feel
myself under to the Church and Parish, by our mutual engagements, and by
my ordination vows; and I request the Parish Committee to communicate it to.
the Parish, with the best wishes for its peace and welfare, and the sincere re-
gard of

: Its affectionate pastor,
Cambridge, 9 August, 1828, A; HOLMES.

As the above communication of August 9th, 1828, indicates a great

alteration in Dr. Holmes’ opinion, as to the topics which are proper -

in the controversy, it deserves particular attention.

If ¢ the character of the Reformer,” ¢ the principles of the Refor~
mation,” and ¢ the question, whether the principles of our church are
founded on the opinions of any man, or any body of men,” have no
conunexion with the controversy between Dr. Holmes and this Parish,
why did he introduce them, and urge them with .zeal, boldness, and
perseverance ? A short examination of the preceding parts. of the
controversy, will show the great importance which he attached to
those and other similar subjects. ' Dr. Holmes has not proved, that
ke made the inhabitants of this Parish understand, that he was a Cal-
vinist, at the time of his settlement here. At that time, a majority of
those inhabitants were decidedly liberal, and harmonized with the
Rev. Mr. Hilliard, his immediate predecessor. If a ininister makes his
contract with a Parish, in the usual, general terms of such contracts,
and settles there under that contract, and at the time gives no notice
of his intention to deviate from the then existing, well known usages
in the Parish, and afterwards, by his own practice for more than 30
years under that contract, gives his own practical construction of it,
conformable to said usages, is he not, In soch cRee, bowed . e

-~



40

performance of the contract, to conform to said usages and construc-
tion? When the contract was made, he and the Parish both had
reference to those ysages, and they thereby became part of the con-
tract. That there was such reference to said usages is fully proved
by Dr. Holmes’ own practical construction of it. He ExcHaNGED im-
partially and freely with ministers of the liberal denomination; a
large proportion of his exchanges, for more than 30 years from the
commencement of his ministry in the Parish were with that denomi-'
nation ; and then, without the .consent of the majority of the Parish,
-without any notice to them, "and against their religious principles,
adopted the Calvinistic exclusive system, in relation to pastoral ex- -
changes, in direct violation of . his own former practice and said
usages. Was not this great innovation in his practice a clear-legal
breach of said contract? If a minister, who changes ¢ his own
principles,” which he professed 'at the time of his settlement in a
Parish, can “mno longer claim to be their minister,” does it not
follow, for much stronger reasons, that a minister, who wholly changes
his practice, on the very important subject of pastoral exchanges, in
the manner Dr. Holmes has done, as above stated, can ‘ no longer
claim to be their minister 7’ Such a change is a clear breach of
his contract, and he has, after that breach, no right to require the
Parish to perform it on their part. Such a change in practice af-
fects the principles, feelings, and interests of those concerned much
more deeply, than a change in mere theory, and is much more of-
fensive and injurious. It would, therefore, be in the highest degree
unreasonable and unjust to decide, that such change of principles
shall be a forfeiture of a ministet’s office, as Dr. Holmes does, and,
at the same time, to determine that he skall not lose his office by such
- change of practice. :

But the questions naturally and necessarily arise from the facts in
this case, why has Dr. Holmes changed his practice, in relation to
pastoral exchanges, as above ‘stated ? has it proceeded from a change
in his religious pringcijples and feelings, relating to CHRISTIAN CHARITY ;
corresponding to, and co-extensive with, the INNovaTION in his prac-
tice? If Dr. Holmes has changed his principles on the MosT 1MpoR-
TANT SUBJECT IN RELIGION ; on that which is greater than faith, or hope,
and absolutely essential to pure Christianity, or true religion; on
that, without which all professions of religion are ¢ as sounding brass, or
a tinkling cymbal ;* then, according to his own decision, he has no
longer a right to claim the office of minister of this Parish. Is it possi-
ble to account satisfactorily for the above very great change in the
Doctor’s practice, without a change in his religious theories and feelings
of equal magnitude, and sufficient to cause that change in his official
conduct ? The intelligent, candid, and impartial are invited to ex-
amine critically all the facts in this controversy, and then to decide,
whether they do not create an irresistible presumption, and prove in
the most satisfactory manner, that Dr. Holmes has entirely changed
some of the most important of his religious principles and feelings,
and whether that change is not the true and only cause, which can be
assigned, sufficient to account for the above change in his pastoral
practice.
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~During inoreé than thirty years of his ministry here, he exchanged
freely, and, probably, made more than one half of his exchanges with
clergymen of the liberal denomination ; with those, who were generally
known, and wrom HE KNEW, to be Unitarians. The whole number of
ministers, with whom he exchanged, or whom he invited to preach
for him, is not necessary to be stated here, but Dr. Holmes will
probably admit, that he introduced into our -pulpit, by pastoral ex-
changes or by invitation, ‘the following ministers, fo wit, Rev. Presi-
dent Kirkland, Rev, Dr. Ware, Rev. Dr. Ripley, Rev. Dr. Kendal,
Rev. Dr. Porter, Rev. Dr. Harris, Rev. Dr. Pierce, Rey. Dr. Foster,
" Rev. Dr. Channing, Rev. Dr. Lowell, Rev. Dr. Gray, Rev. Mr. Gan-
nett, Rev. Mr. Greenwood, Rev. Mr. Everett, Rev. Mr. Palfrey, Rev.
Mr. Frothingham, Rev. Henry Ware, Rev. Mr. Parkman, Rev. Mr.
Buckminster, Rev. Mr. Abbott, Rev. Mr. Thacher, Rev. Mr. Ripley,
Rev. Mr. Bartlett, Rev. Mr. Upham, Rev. Mr. Green, formerly of
Malden, Rev. Mr. Stetson, Rev. Mr. Francis, Rev. Mr. Field, Rev.
Mr. Bigelow, Rev. Mr. Brazer, Rev. Mr. Kent, Rev. Isaac Smith,
Rev. Mr. Eliot, Rev. Mr. Gilman, Rev. Mr. Briggs, Rev. John
Mellen, Rev. Prof. Willard, Rev. Mr. Gannett. of Boston, Rev. Mr.
Lamson, ‘Mr. George B. English. It can be conclusively proved, that
he assisted in ordaining candidates, whom he knew to be Unitarians,
and exchanged with them afterwards, and that they Have not changed
their religious principles. For two of those candidates, he preached
the ordination sermons, in each of which he bestowed on the candidate
elect, as high commendation, as any good man and real Christian
could deserve, or even wish, and said every thing, which propriety
would warrant, to convince the parishioners that the candidate was, in
every respect, fully adapted to the pastoral office, and worthy of his
and their entire confidence and affection. Dr. Holmes knew the
Rev. Mr. Gannett of Cambridge-Port to be a Unitarian, when he was
a theological student in Cambridge, also at the time of preaching his
ordination sermon, and during the whole period of his pastoral inter-
course with him, ‘and exchanged with him very often, it is believed
faur or five times a year, for several years, and cultivated a very great
intimacy with him, as a pastor and a friend, until his last exchange
with Mr. Gannett, in June, 1826 ; but after that time refused to ex-
change with him. In a late conversation with Mr. Gannett, Dr. Holmes
justified the interruption of his exchanges with Mr. G., on the ground,
that the time had come to draw a line among Congregational ministers.
Dr. Holmes usually exchanged once in each collegiate term with the
late President Kirkland and the Rev. Dr. Ware.

Dr. Holmes’-very public situation, his age, his knowledge, his habits
of investigation on historical and ‘biographical subjects, his connexion
with the University, as an Overseer and Lecturer, create an irresisti-
ble presumption, that Dr. Holmes knew as much as the best informed
persons in the community, concerning the theological denomination

"of the ministers with whom he exchanged, and whom he invited to
preach for him; and, as it was well understood in the community,
that many, and probably a majority, of those with whom Dr. Holmes
exchanged, and whom he invited to preach, were Unitarians, it is
improbable, in the highest degree, and almost impossible to be be-

6



lieved by any one, who founds his opinion on evidence, that Dr. Holmes
was ignorant of that fact, or of what most other persons, of less in- -
formation and less favorably situated, actually knew. Dr. Holmes can
. never convince any impartial individual, or tribunal, that he did not
know many of those with whom he exchanged, or whom he invited to
preach, to be decided Uniterians ; and he can never control the pre-
sumption, that he did know it, except in the minds of those who
cannot understand evidence, or of those who always decide in favor
of one belonging to their party, or denomination, without ascertaining,
considering, or even admitting the facts. Dr. Holmes may allege,
that the liberal ministers with whom he formerly exchanged, and those
whom he invited to preach, have altered their religious principles, and
ceased to be Christians, that they preach ANoTHER GosPEL, &c.; but
those ministers wholly deny, that they have altered their principles, and
a vast number of their parishioners and auditors can testify, that those
ministers now profess and preach the same principles they did during
the period of Dr. Holmes’ exchanges with them. Dr. Holmes’ opinion,
or assertion, or the opinions of those who censure and condemn, not
from knowledge, but from policy, can have no weight, in opposition .
to the evidence in this case, which the Parish can produce. Itis to
be presumed, that Dr. Holmes acted conscientiously, when he ex-
&hanged. often with ministers of the liberal denomination, and fre-
quently invited the candidates resident in Cambridge to preach for
him ; ‘but now Dr. Holmes alleges, that he camnot conscientiously
exchange with those ministers, who say they have not changed their
rinciples ; it therefore necessarily and ipevitably follows, that Dr.
g-lolmes has greatly changed his religious principles and sentiments,
on an essential and vital part of christian theology ; on the glorious
virtue of christian charity, the most important part of the christian
system ; on a part of such immense value, that any man, who is with-
out it, though he “speak with the tongues of men and of angels,” is
nothing. What change in religious principles and 'sentiments can be -
greater, than that which Dr. Holmes has experienced, since the expi-
ration of the first thirty years of his ministry here, and demonstrated
by his exclusive practice, to which he has inflexibly adheréd, in oppo-
sition to all the numerous means, used by the Parish to dissuade him
from it, and to recal him to-his former charitable, christian practice ?
Dr. Holmes’ actions have created the above presumption of his having
greatly changed his religious principles, and until he shall control that
presumption, in every impartial mind the conclusion must be conform-
able to it, and that he has, by that change, justly forfeited his right to
the pastoral office in this Parish. . - ‘ :

On the 11th of December following, the Parish Committee, pursu-
ant to the written application of fifty-two voters in Parish affairs, issued
their warrant for a meeting on the 22nd of the same¢ month, to act on
the following articles.

« 1, To choose a Moderator of said Meeting,. :

« 2. To hear the answer of the Rev. Dr. Holmes, the pastor of said Parish, to the
votes passed by said Parigh, on the 17th day of May, A. D. 1828, and act in relation
thereto, as they may deem -expedient. . )

«8. To see ifsaid Parish will appoint a Committee, to pro;éooo to the Rev. Dr.

Holmes, to unite with them in calling a mutual Ecclesiastical Council, to advise in
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relation to all differences and matters in controversy, existing between him and said
Parish, with authority to represent said Parish before such Council, and to adopt and
pursue all suitable and legal measures, in relation to a settlement of said difficulties,
or dissolution of the connexion existing between the said Holmes and said Parish,

% 4. To see if said Parish will authorize and direct said Committee, in case the Rev.
Dr. Holmes shall not accede to such proposition for a mutual Ecclesiastical Council,
forthwith to proceed to the choice of an ez parte Council, for the purpose aforesaid,
and to prepare and lay before the same, such articles of charge or causes of complaint
as they may deem lawful and expedient, and to appear and act before said Council in
behalf of said Parish. .

5. To adopt any other measures, in relation to the subject matter ot the foregoing
articles, or to the difficulties subsisting between the Rev. Dr. Holmes and said Par-
ish, as they may deem proper.”

PARISH MEETING DECEMBER 22, 1828.

At a legal meeting of the inhabitants of the First Parish in the town of Cambridge,
in the county of Middlesex and Commonwealth of Massachusetts, qualified by law
to vote in Parish affairs, held at the court-house in said Parish, on Monday, the
twenty-second day of December, in the year of our Lord one thousand eight hundred
and twenty-eight, .

Abel Whitney is elected Maderator of said meeting.

A Communication from the Rev. Dr. Holmes,* bearing date May 81, 1828, in re-
lation to the votes of the Parish of May 17, A. D. 1828, is read, and ordered to be
placed on the files of the Parish papers. :

- The subject matter of the Third Article in the warrant for eallin%this mesting be-
ing under consideration, two memorials, one signed by William Hilliard and nine-
teen other inhabitants and voters of said Parish, requesting this Parish to take no
measures contemplated in the warrant aforesaid, without seeking the concurrence
therewith of the Chureh in this Parish ; the other signed by William Hilliard and four
others, as a Committee of the Church aferesaid, suﬁgecting the expediency of such
concurrence on the part of said Church, with a resolution appointing a committee of
five of said Church, associated with its pastor, with authority to confer with the in-
habitants of said Parish, or a committee appointed for the purpose, and to act upon
the subject of calling a mutual Council, &c. to which is annexed a certificate of the
proceedings of said Church, ata meeting thereof on the twenty-first of December,
instant, attested by Abiel Holmes, Pastor, adopting said memorial, appointing a
Committee, contemplated by said resolution, and containi:g the following vote, viz.

“ Poted, that the Committee above named, be authorized and requested to appear
before any Ecclesiastical Council that may be called l:{ the First Parish in Cam-
bridge, to represent the interests of the Church upon all questions involved in the
several articles in the warrant for calling the Parish meeting, to be holden on the 22d
instant.” Which memorial, having been heard and considered, on motion of William
Hilliard, Esq. it is

Voted, That the same lie upon the table.

The following Preamble and Motion, namely : .

¢ Whereas the Rev. Dr. Holmes, for more than years after his settlement as
pastor over the First Parish in Cmbﬁdge,—foﬂoﬁn% e e‘xamlfle of his immediate
predecessors in said office,—~was in the practice of frequent, liberal, and impartial -
exchanges with clergymen of the con, onal order, but within three years last.
past has xlt:f_ther abandoned such liberal and impartial practice of exchanges, con-
trary to the wishes, and against the expressed request of a great majarity of the legal °
voters in said Parish ;‘and has, lnstqsd thereof, adopted followed the illiberal, and

vines, which is altogether l4)::!:!‘)030‘1 to his long practice during many years, and to
immemorial usage in this Parish, restric his exchanges and invitations to the
particular sect of preachers self-styled O x, against the express wishes of a
majority of his parishioners, and knowing that the introduction of such preachers
was exceedilzgly painful to such majority; and, whereas the members of this Parish
are convinced, that the practice of exchanges, oﬂmuy intended for two valuable

\

{:’ as we helieve, unchristian, ezclusive system of a few zealous ‘and overbearing di-
A
\

t

') oses, to wit, the relief of teachers in their paroc duties, and the cultivation of
‘ t purp

good fellowship between sister churches, was always subordinate in its very nature to

\ L) the more important point of harmony between the minister and his people, and the

- introduction of teachers, whose known opinions are offensive to the majority of any

(1% Parish, is diametrically opposed to the very principles on which exchanges,—nevex

* Bee page 80.
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\1,1/ a matter of right, but always one of courtesy,—were founded, and that it is a gross
A and unkind abuse of such an indulgence to introduce teachers, whose opinions are
known to the pastor to be offensive to his flock :—Whereas, by these, and other
innovations in the performance of his public duties, as pastor, as well as by his inflex-
u ible and constant refusal to de to the ble wishes of a great majority of the
\/\’ qualified voters in said Parish, expressed from time to time by memorials, addresses,
and votes of said Parish, requesting him to return to his former practice of liberal
exchanges, or to discontinue to invite to his pulpit, clergymen of the Calvinistic de-
nomination,—the affection and regard of said Parishioners have become alienated
§ from their said pastor, and his influence and usefulness in said office have been much
n/ impaired, if not utterly destroyed, as regards the majority of said Parish :—And where-
as it is desirable that said Parishioners may obtain relief from grievances long suffer-
ed from the before-1fentioned, and other conduct and proceedings of their pastor,
(hereafter to be specified by their committee, if chosen,) and that all existing con-
troversies and complaints between hin and his people may be adjusted in a peaceful,
equitable, and legal manner,—Therefore
¢ Voted, That this Parish will appoint a committee to propose to the Rev. Dr.
‘\’ Holmes, to unite with them in calling a mutual Ecclesiastical Council, to advise in
relation to all differences and matters in controversy existing between him and said
Parish, with authority to represent said Parish before such Council, and to employ
a counsel to assist them if they shall deem it expedient, and to adopt and pursue ail
(\b suitable and legal measures in relation to a settlement of said difficulties, or dissolu-
tion of the connexion existing between the said Holmes and said Parish,”
.were then offered for adoption by said Parish, whereupon it was .
Voted, That the same be adopted and passed,—fifty-five voting in the affirmative,
and fourteen in the negative.
baf'oted, That said committee consist of seven-persons, and that they be chosen by
ot. 3 . : o .
The following persons were thereupon thus chosen to compose said committee, viz.
ABRAHAM HILLIARD,
ABEL WHITNEY,
Josepr HoLmxs,
Francis Dana,
WiLLiam J. WHIPPLE,
SYLVANUS PLYMPTON,
Jos WyETH.
Voted, That this Parish do authorize and direct said Committee, in case the Rev.
Dr. Holmes shall not accede to such proposition for a mutual Ecclesiastical Council,
forthwith to proceed to the choice of un ex parte Council, for the purpose aforesaid,
T and to prepare, and to lay before the same, such articles of charge, or causes of com-
7y plaint, as they may deem lawful and expedient, and to appear and act before said
\L Council, in behalf of said Parish, and to employ counsel fo assist them, if they shall
deem it expedient. .
.'Voted, That this Parish deem it unnecessary to take any further order in relation
to the memorials and papers before mentioned, presented at this meeting by William

Hilliard, Esq.
Voted, That this meeting be dissolved.
Atruerecord,  Attest, WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,

Clerk of said Parish.
A true copy from the records of said Parish,
Attest, .WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,
Clerk of said Parish.
A copy of the above record was soon after the meeting transmitted
to Dr. Holmes, by the Clerk of the Parish.
The following are the memorials referred to in the preceding rec-
ord: .
MEMORIAL OF SUNDRY MEMBERS OF THE FIRST PARISH IN CAMBRIDGE.
To the Inhabitants of the First Parish in Cambridge, in Parish Meeting as-
sembled, this twenty d day of D ber, A. D. 1828, »
The undersigned, inhabitants and legal voters in said Parish, beg leave. to repre-
sent, That, having already expressed in certain remonstrances, at former meetings of
this Parish, their opinions in respect to the course pursued by this Parish in relation
0 its connexion with the Rev. Dr. Holmes, its minister, and having likewise, in the

.
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same remonstrances, declared their a&probation of their minister’s conduct, deem it
unnecessary again, at this time, to state their sentiments upon these points ;—that,
taking into their consideration the state of feeling of a part of the Parish, and being
desirous of a speedy and amicable adjustment of all differences and difficulties, they
have no disposition to oppose any reasonable proposition, tending to the removal of
these difficulties, provided the proposition be so framed as that all interested be includ-
ed as parties to the transaction ;—that, considering the intimate and sacred relation
\3%in which pastor and church stand to each other, there can be none more deeply and
vitally interested in the proposed- measures than the church in this Parish ;—that
the undersigned, therefore, cannot but hope, the Parish will not adopt any mea-

(%\' sures tending to the removal of the pastor, without first seeking the concurrence of -

the church, and this, not only from a regard to the church, but also from the circum-
stance, that an opposite mode of procedure would be contrary to reason and right,

A2 to all respectable usage, here and elsewhere, and to the spirit and letter of the statute,
incorporating the Trustees of our Ministerial Fund, that statute, as will be seen, pro-
viding expressly, that the income of the fund shall be appropriated in part, ¢ to pay
&c. or salaries of such Congregational minister or ministers, as_shall be regularly or-
03 dained and settled in said Parish, by the joint concurrence of the Inhabitants and
the Church thereof.” But if our minister must be chosen by ¢ the -joint concur-
rence” of the church and Parish, must he not by the same concurrence be dismiss-
ed? And is it competent for the Parish, without consulting, or so much as notifying

the Church, to take measures for his dismission ? : )
The Parish have no right to infer that the Church, if properly consulted, would not
cheerfully co-operate in any reasonable and proper measures tending to a removal of
existing difficulties. Indeed, we are syre that they will co-operate ; for they have
already had a meeting, and made a full expression of their sentiments; and a com-
mittee of the Church are pregent, to lay their memorial on your table. If, however, the
Parish should refuse to listen to the consideration here suggested, and to the memorial
of the Church, and should determine to proceed in the measures contemplated, with-
out regard to the wishes, or even the existence of the Church, the undersigned can

l.‘}qr'only express their convicticn, that no gersons, calling themselves ministers of Christ,

and holding themselves gnswérable to him, and standing declaredly and prominently

before the community as heads of his churches on earth, would take upon them

selves the fearful responsibility of holding his churches for nought, or that the;
would do any other act, than to recommend to the Parish to retrace their steps, and,
at least, to ask for the concurrence of the Church. Or, if any, calling themselves
¢ an Ecclesiastical Council, should uphold and justify the Parish in such proceedings,
the undersigned can have no doubt that their result would be over-ruled and rectified

123 by an appeal to the judicial authorities of the country.

Cambridge, Dec. 22, 1828. Signed by William Hilliard and 19 others.

MemoriaL oF THE First CHURcH oF CHRIST IN CAMBRIDGE.

To the Inhabitants of the First Parish in Cambridge.

The First Church of Christ in Cambridge, being apprised, by the notification
of the meeting of the inhabitants of said Parish, with which they are associated,
to be holden on Monday, the 22d day of Deceniber instant, at two o’clock, P, M.
¢ To see if said Parish will appoint a Committee to propose to the Rev. Dr.
Holmes, to unite with them in calling a mutual Ecclesiastical Council, to advise
in relation to all differences and matters in controversy, existing between him
and said Parish, with authority to represent said Parish before said Council, and
to adopt ang pursue all suitable and legal measures in relation to a settlement of
said difficultles, or dissolution of the connexion existing between the said Holmes
and the said Parish ; and to see if sajd Parish will authorize and direct said Com-
mittee, in case the Rev. Dr. Holmes shall not accede to such proposition for a
mutual Ecclesiastical Council, forthwith to proceed to the choice of an ex parte
Council, for the purpose aforesaid, and to prepare and lay before the same, such
articles of charge or causes of complaint as they may deem lawful and expedient,
and to appear and act before the council, in behalf of said Pa:ish ;” and being
deeply interested in the result of the measures proposed to be taken at the said
meeting, would respectfully present to said’Parish, in Parish meeting assembled,
the following considerations :—

136 1. It is manifestly just and proper, when two bodies are interested and con-
cerned in a common object, involving highly interesting and imgortant. wonestn,
S

—
e ——— .
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that neither of these bodies should proceed.to take measures, which would in-
volve either their rights or interests, without mutual consultation, and a due
7tegard to the views and feelings of both. A Church and a Parish, when asso-
1V ciated for public worship, though distinct_bodies in lves, are thus united,
and the services of their religions_teacher constitute an object of great common
interest. Is it proper, therefore, or is it just, for a Parish, in such circumstances,
\5 o take measures for procuring the dismission of a minister, without consulting
the wishes of the Church, who were a party in his settlement, or so much as in-
forming them officially of the measures contemplated ?

2. It is not only just in itself, but conformable to ancient usage in New-Eng-
land, fora Churcz and Parish, associated for public worship, to act in concert fn
the settlement of ministers, and consequently in their removal from office. It is
believed, that no general usage can be referred to, in justification of a different
course.

3. Such, also, has been the invariable usage of this Church and Parish. When

o our present pastor was settled, he was settled like all previous pastors, (unless it

M be one or two of the earliest, who were settled by the Church alone,) by the

concurrent voice of the Church and Parish.. If he be dismissed, ought he not to

be dismissed in the same wa?? Does it not require the same power to dismiss
him, that it did to settle bim ?

4. But farther, it will appear, from recurrence to the Act incorporating the

\ Trustees of the Ministerial Fund of the First Parish in Cambridge, from which
™M Fund our present minister is supported in part; that the avails of said Fund are
required to be apgroprinted in a given amount of the income “to pay the salary
or salaries of ‘such Congregational minister or ministers, as shall be regularly
ordained and settled in said Parish, by the joint concurrence of the inhabitants and
the church thereof.” This special enactment of the legislature, in regard to this
Church and Parish, is grounded on the milubf_ih;e_?gl_gp, by whose
beneficence the Ministerial Fund was constituted, on the ancient usages of the
country, and the invariable usage of this Parish ; and requ‘l‘r!!,’tlrat—éﬁoever is
authorized to receive the avails of the ministerial Fund, must be chosen by * the
joint concurrence * of the Parish and the Church. But if it be necessary, that our
minister should be chosen in this way, must be not be dismissed in the same
way.? Is it competent for the Parish, without counsulting the wishes of the
Church, to take measures for his removal from office ?

The First Church in Cambridge, deeply lament the unhappy difficulties which
exist between the inhabitants of said Parish and the Rev. Dr. Holmes, their min-
ister, and feel as anxious, as any of said inhabitants can feel, to adopt such
measures as will tend to bring about an amicable adjustment of all such difficul-
ties ;—Provided, that the inhabitants of said Parish, according to general usage,
unite with said Church, and their Pastor, in calling a mutual council. Therefore,

Resolved, That a committee of five be appointed from this church, associated

(“’1' with the pastor thereof, with full power and authority to confer with the inhab-
itants of the Parish or any committee nrpointed for the purpose, and to act upon
the subject of calling a mutual council to settle all difficulties existing between
the inhabitants of said Parish, and the Rev. Dr. Holmes, as is set forth in the
warrant for calling a Parish meeting, on the 22d instant. :

WILLIAM HILLIARD,

JAMES MUNROE, Commitlee
RICHARD H. DANA, 0
S. F. SAWYER, the

JONA. C. PRENTISS,
Cambridge, Dee. 21, 1828.

At a meeting of the First Church of Christ in Cambridge, holden by a regular
notice thereof, at the Rev. Dr. Holmes' meeting-house, in said town, on the
twenty-first day of December, A. D. 1828.

Voted, That the foregoing memorial of this Church to the inhabitants of the
First Parish in Cambridge (having been read and considered by said Church) be
adopted, and that Deacon William Hilliard, Deacon James Munroe, Richard H.
Dana, Samuel F. Sawyer, and Jonathan C. Prentiss, be a committee to present
the same to the tants of said Parish, at the meeting thereof on the 22d
iostant. . )
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Voted, That Deacon William Hilllard, Deacon James Munroe, Richard H. Dana,
Samuel F. Sawyer, and Jonathan C. Prentiss, be a committee in behalf of this

Chureh, in connexion with the pastor thereof, with full por:v‘:;};g_gu\mdgp'_t_y_ég
confer with-the—i i e_Parish, or any comm pointed Tor {be
purficse, and (o acl upon the subject of calling a mutnal council for the purposes

set forth in the warrant for calling the Parish meeting, to be holden on the 22d

instant.

Voted, That the committee above named be authorized and requested to ap-
fear before any Ecclesiastical Council, that may be called by the First Parish
n

Cambridge, to represent thl-lmm_}he Church upon all questions involv-
ed in the several articles in the warrant for calling the Parish meeting to be
holden on the 22d instant. - ' i

A true copy of the proceedings of the First Church in Cambridge, 21st De"

" cember, 1828. Attest. ABIEL HOLMES, Pastor.

Cambridge, 22 December, 1828.

At a meeting of the committee appointed by the First Parish in
Cambridge, December 22, A.D. 1828, to propose to the Rev. Dr.
Holmes, “to unite with them in calling a mutual ecclesiastical coun-
cil,” &c., December 31, 1828,—present, all the members thereof,

Abrabam Hilliard is appointed Chairman, and William J. Whipple,
Clerk, of said Committee.

Voled, ‘That the Clerk of this committee be directed to communricate to Rev.
Dr. Holmes notice of the appointment of said committee, and the objects of said-

intment, and to request of him to name the time dnd place at which he
will meet said committee, to confer on the subject committed to them.
A true copy. Attest. - WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE,
Clerk of said Committee.

In pursuance of the foregoing vote of Committee, the following com-
munication was sent to Dr. Holmes. :

. Cambridge, January 1, 1829,
Rev. Dr. HoLues,

Sir,—The Committee appointed by the First Parish in Cambridge, at a.Parish
meeting on the twenty-second day of December last, to propose to you “to
unite with them in calling a Mutual Ecclesiastical Council,” &c. have directed
me to request you to inform them at what time and place you will please to
meet them, for the purpose of conferring in relation to the object of their ap-
pointment. .
I am, Rev. Sir, in behalf said Committee,

Very reepectfully, your obedient servant,
WILLIAM J. WHIPPLE.*

* This communication commences the correspondence of said Committee with
Dr. Holmes, proposing to him a mutual Ecclesiastical Council, and they con-
tinued o repeat their proposal of such Council to him, until the 13th day of April,
1829, and used much industry to obtain from him a plain and definite answer to
their proposal of such Council, to be elected by the Committee, in behalf of the
Parish, on one part, and by Dr. Holmes on the other part, as will appear by
their other coramunications to him, under the following dates, {0 wit, February
9th, 1829 ; March 9th, 1829 ; March 18th, 1829 ; April 1st, 1829 ; April 13th, 1829,

Critical altention to the correspondence between the Committee and De,
Holmes, proposing to him such Council, is inviled, that the reader may be
fully preK‘red, at the end of the correspondence, to decide on the question,
whether Dr. Holmes refused such Council, to be elected as above stated. The
Committee waited from said 13th day of :&rﬂ, the date of their last communi-
cation to Dr. Holmes, until April 16th, 1829, but Dr. Holmes made no repl
thereto, and the Committee, on said 16th of April, elected the ex parte Council
for the Parish, on the gronmi of Dr. Holmes’ neglect and refusal to join them ia,
the election of the Council proposed, in the maaner propawd.

N
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To which Dr. Holmes returned the following reply.

* Cambridge, 1 January, 1829.
WiLLiam J. WHIPPLE, Esq.

Srr,—The very peculiar circumstances attending the measure adopted by the
Parish, proposing to me to unite with’ them in calling a mutual Ecclesiastical
Council, render it iny incumbent duty to consider the subject very seriously and
deliberately, previous to any conference. When prepared for it, the Committee
may expect information from,

Yours, respectfully,
A. HOLMES. .

The existence of the following paper, addressed by a Committee of
the Church to Dr. Holmes, was first made known to the Parish by its
appearance in the ¢ Account” &c., and in consequence thereof, it -
is here inserted. -

¢ On the 9th of January, a Committee in behalf of the church, presented to the
pastor the following address :— -

Rev. Sir,—The undersigned, a Committee appointed by the First Church in
Cambridge, at a meeting holden on the fourth day of January, inst. to express
to you their views in relation to the late proceedings of the inbabitants of the
First Parish in said town, deeply affecting the relations subsisting between you
and said Church and Parish, respectfully represent,

That they have viewed with deep solicitude the various measures, that have
recently been adopted by a majority of the Parish in said town, tending to_a

~3 dissolution of the ministerial relation, which has so long and so happily sub-

-sisted between pastor and church, minister and people. They cannot but be-
lieve, that most, if not all, the measures proposed and adopted by said. Parish,

(“I‘ are rare, if not altogether unprecedented in their nature and tendency, and if

=7
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carried into operation, would result in a total abandonment of that right of
private judgment, and that independent exercise of this right, which appertains
to the ministerial character in common with that of others.

The undersigned having, in their capacity as members of the Parish, already
expressed their opinion, in relation to the several propositions made and adopted
by a majority of said Parish, deem it unnecessary here to enumerate them. But .
upon a careful review of the opinions thus formed, and the reasons urged in
their support, they have perceived no sufficient ground for a different judgment.
We, however, deem it important in the present state of things, in our capacity as
members of your church, to express our dissent from the measures adopted by the .
Parish, in their corporate capacity, and our approbation of the course taken by
you, in relation to the several propositions submitted to your consideration. We

.-do this, from a full conviction that a sense of duty, and of the solemn obligation
- imposed upon a minister of Christ, conscientiously and fearlessly to discharge
this duty, alone guided your deliberations and final decisions. We are also per-
suaded, that many and fervent supplications have been directed to the Source of
all Wisdom, for that light and guidance, in coming to such results, as would ulti-
mately tend to promote the greatest amount of good to those with whom you
sustained so near and so endearing a relation. In view of this relation, which has
so long and so happily subsisted between us, we cannot forbear to express our
regret, at the adoption of such measures, as have a tendency either to impair or
- destroy it, and devoutly to wish and pray, that-the overraling providence of God
may bring about a result most promotive of his glory, and the best interest of the

. church of Christ in this place. We trust, that as individuals, as well as a church,
: we have already given sufficient pledges of our attachment to the doctrines which
" you have preached, and still continue to preach, as, in our view, consistent both

with reason and the word of God, and as best calculated, by a divine blessing, to
_promote the temporal, spiritual, and eternal welfave of the people committed to
your pastoral care. On your part also, sufficient pledges have been given, by
a long, watchful, and diligent discharge of those duties, appertaining to the
ministerial relation, as well as in all the other relations of life; and we are per-
suaded, that in all these relations, it has been your'desire and aim to advance
the cause of truth and of God, both by precept and by exsmple. Impressed

.
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_with this convictiom, we cannot refrain from repeating our approbation of your
{ past ministerial labors, in this ancient charch of Christ, and pledging our future
- co-operation with you, in perpetuatingthe unity of its faith, in the bond of peace.
:However deeply we may regret that at this late period of your life, and of.
“your ministry, anr root of bitterness springing up, should trouble you—however
d desire that your sun should set without a cloud ;' we yet be»
:lieve, that it is the providence of God, which has otherwise ordered it, for the
+ tridl of faith, and the furtherance .of hope; and that by his overruling hand, his
\own glo? will be advanced, and the unity, peace, and safety of his church here
promoted. . .
Although the professed object of the memorialists in their first reczluest to you
was confined to occasional ministerial intercourse in the way of exchanges with

l"ﬁ _ neighbouring clergymen, yet the subsequent measures, proposed and adopted by

T3
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the Parish, clearly show, that this was only a first step, in a long and systematic
train of propositions, which have been adopted, all tending to the same object.

[Here is given an abstract of the votes and doings of the Parish, which need not be repeated.]

These facts, with many other considerations that might be urged, serve to
show, that a radical change in your ministrations, if not in your opinions, was
what could alone satisfy the memorialists.

Under these circumstances, the members of this church have manifested a
willingness, and have weled to co-operate with the Parish, at a late Parish meet-
ing, holden for the purpose, to unite with them in calling a mutual Council for
the object contemplated and specified in the warrant for calling said meeting.
This offer on the part of the church was rejected under circumstances, not alto-
ther favorable to a reconciliation of existing difficulties, and, as we believe,
without a due degree of regard to the rights of the Church, as a party .deeply
cqncerned in the résult. The denial by the Parish, of even a hearing of the
Church, upon so_important a subject, as that of the dismission of its pastor, and
that any right exisled in this body, as such, in relation to this subject, we confi-
dently hepe and believe, will never be sanctioned by a dhcﬁmiuaﬁnﬁ,&nd\eg.-
lightened public. Whatever color may have been given to a principle of this .
kind, in any given case, we are at a loss to perceive its application in the case
now under consideration. By an immemorial usage of this ancient church, and
of most other churches in New England, the settlement or dismission of a minis-
ter has been effected by the joint co-operation of the Parish and Church; and
the continuance of this principle or usage has beem strongly recommended by

] 31 the highest judicial tribunal of our Commonwealth. Moreover, it is recognized

by the very charter, under which we hold a great proportion of the means of
supporting the ministry in this place. Tlie act incorporating the ministerial fund,

B2 belonging to this Parish, ex‘r;ressly provides, that the income thereof shall be

applied to such minister as shall be settled by the joint concurrence of the Parish
and Church ; and we conceive, that this provision applies with equal force in
the question of a dissolution of the connexion under this proviston. Upon this

(7€ view of the subject, we feel ourselves bound, in duty, to contend for those

rights, which are derived from so ancient an usage as amounts to common law,
as also, from the express condition of our ow&ﬁ?cmhents. _—

From a careful and impartial view, therefore, of the whole subject. the under-
signed, in behalf of the Church, feel constrained to believe, that a sense of duty,
‘a regard to the honor, the interest, and the permanent good of the people under
your pastoral care, have been the governing motives which have influenced you
n the decisions made upon the several propositions, submitted by the Parish,
We cannot close, without again-expressing our sympathy, and assuring you of
our support in any farther decisions, which the rights of pastor and church, and
the interests of religion among us, may require of you to muke.

WILLIAM HILLIARD,
JAMES MUNROE,
RICHARD H. DANA,

8. F. SAWYER,
WILLIAM SAUNDERS,
JONA. C. PRENTISS.

Commilttee.

Cdmbridge, Jan. 9, 1829,
7 a .
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recommend the continuance of it, they do not mean that such usage
is part of the law, or that the churches by their usages can annul any
part of the Constitution. It is idle to pretend, that any immemorial
usage has been formed, since the adoption of the Constitution ; as
there has not been sufficient time for that purpose. There never has
been any usage established in this Parish, in relation to the dismission
of a minister; and probably there has not been any such dismission
in the Parish, at any time ; certainly there has been none since the
adoption of the Constitution. The usage of one Parish is not evi-
dence to prove, that the same usage exists in another ;. and thg usage
of one Parish does not bind another.

The Act above referred to, is * An Act to incorporate the Trustees
of the Ministerial Fund in the First Parish in &mbridge,” passed
December. 9, 1816.

Any one who will examine sect. 10 of that Act, and apply to it the
established rules of law for construing statutes, or even the rules of
common sense, will be convinced, that the Legislature did not intend,:
nor attempt, by that Act, to annul or alter the constitutional right of
the Parish, in relation to the election, settlement, or dismission of a
minister ; and the Proviso in that section demonstrates, that said Act
cannot be applied to the controversy with Dr. Holmes, who -was the
-minister of this Parish, at the time said A¢t was mnade. Said Proviso
is in the following words, to wit : ¢ Provided, that nothing herein con-
tained shall be construed to alter, impair, vacate, or in any way affect
the contract now existing between said Parish and their present min-
ister ; but the proceeds of said fund, whenever the same shall be paid
to him, shall bg, deemed to be in satisfaction of his salary, for the time
being, so_far as the same will apply to the discharge thereof.”

Qu the twenty-eighth of January, 1829, the Committee received the
following _
‘ COMMUNICATION FROM DR. HOLMES.

To the Commillee appoinled by the Firsl Parish in Cambridge, at & Mecting held
- on the twenty-second day of December, 1828, to propose lo the Pastor to unile with
them in calling a Mulual Ecclesiastical Council.

M

'}/ Had a plaiu vote of the Parish, requesting my consent to a proposal for a

7 mutual Ecclesiastical C il, been presented to me for consideration, an earlier
" answer might have been expected. 1 regret, that, after so much explanation and
discussion, the subject is not well understood, or not fairly represented. The "™
statements and the language of the preamble to the vofes, were not justly to
*  have been expected from a Parish, whose best interests I am conscious of having
‘. uniformly endeavored to promote for thirty-seven years; and if I now trouble
you with more explanation and discussion, * you haye compelled me.” .

Erroneous premises lead to false conclusions. If words are used either vague-
ly or ambiguously, they may cause great and injurious mistakes. It was this
consideration that led me to endeavor to explain the word  Calvinistic,” used in
former votes of the Parish, which appeared:to me ambiguous, as there used to
denote the principles of ministers of New England. In the last proceedings the
term ¢ Congregational ” is used ; and the error and imputation connected with
itE rem;l.er an explanation necessary, not to my defence merely, but to the cause.
of truth. ' :

It is made an express ground of the votes passed by the Parish on this occa-
sion, as stated in the preamble, ¢ that for more than thirty years the pastor of the
First Parish in Cambridge, following the example of his immediate predecessors .
In said office, was in the practice of frequent, liberal, and impartial exchanges
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with clergymen of the Conﬁregational order, but within three years last.past has
altogether abandoned such liberal and impartial practice of exchanges.”

. If the term * Congregational ” designated now, as it did originally, the real or
professed principles of ministers'so denominated, it might be made a sul?'ect of
complaint, were a Congregational minister, without sp r , to li
exchanges with ministers * of the Congregational order; ” if, on the contrary, it
does not now designate the real or professed principles of ministers of that order,
no inference can be drawn.from it concerning a minister’s obligation with respeet
to exchanges. ’ .

Cmgregalional is a term which has & particular reference to church govern-
ment, and does not determine the religious principles of a church bearing that
name. It denotes an ecclesiastical polity, peculiar to itself, as distinguithed from
the polity of the Episcopal Church in England, of the Lutheran Church in Ger-
many, of the Presbyterian Church in Scotland, and the Reformed Church in
Fiance, Switzerland, and Geneva. 1t is a term, which was adopted by the first
churches of New England, to denote the reservation of rights and powers in the
brethren of the church, which, in other churches, are conceded to bishops and
convocations, to presbyteries and consistories. Nothing is more evident, than that
a church may be, in name and in fact, Congregational, and yet essentially differ in
its religious principles from other Congregational churches. The first Conglega-
tional churches of New England agreed in the principles of their faith with the
Church of England, the Church of Scotland, and the Reformed Churches fa
Europe; but it does not hence follow, nor is it true, that all the later Congre-
gational churches have professed the same principles. .

This distinction in regard to churches, is strictly applicable to ministers, of the
¢ Congregational order.” Ministers may truly profess and maintain the eccle-
siastical polity of the Congregational churches, while they disbelieve and discard
the religious principles which were originally believed and professed by Congre-
gational ministers, and which are still believed and professed by a very great
proportion of the ministers of that order in New England. Such is the fact at-
the present time,—a fact which need not be proved, because it is openly avowed ;
because it is assumed as a fact by the memorialists in their addresses to me upon
the subject of exchanges with ministers of the ¢ liberal denomination,” as also by
the Parish in ils votes and proceedings, in language too explicit to be misunder~
stood. If the declaration of the memorialists of their belief, that principles more
liberal than ours are more rational and scriptural, were not sufficient to thispurpose,
the request of the Parish to-exclude all ministers of the Calvinistic denomination
from our pulpit, and from lectutes in the Parish, places the fact beyond all question.

Ministers of the ¢ liberal denomination,” then, are by their own choice, by the
memorialists, and by the Parish itself, distinguished from ministers of the Calvin~
istic denomination, that is to say, from ministers who essentially maintain the
principles that were held by the first ministers of New England. Now, it is
well known, that before and at the time of my settlement in the ministry in
Cambridge, there was not a single church, nor a single minister, of the “ Con~
gregational order,” in* New England, that was openly and avowedly of the
¢ liberal denomination,” as the term is now used and ‘understood. My prede-
cessors, therefore, furnished no precedent for the case in question; for they
never did exchange with ministers of the denomination that I am asked to ex«
change with ; and the argument, erroneously drawn from their supposed exam<
ple, falls to the ground. :

In regard to my practice until ¢ the last three years,” if it be not remembered,
it ought to be known, that for several years preceding that period, my exchanges
with individual ministers, with whem I had been accustomed to exchange, had
been discontinued. Such exchanges were not sought on my part, because those
ministers either openly avowed the principles of the liberal denomination, ce

( ?ve satisfactory evidence of their having embraced them; in some instances,
(ot

\‘\

(ce

ey were not sought, on theirs. In these, and in later instances of such discon-
tinuance, there was believed to be sufficient cause. Some of them may have
been cases of casuistry, which the ministers concerned, and we only, could
decide for ourselves. In forming my judgment, I may have erred ; if I erred on
the uncharitable side, it was unconsciously ; if on the side of charity, ¢ forgive
me this wrong.”

Respectable Congregational ministers of these different denominations, aggen
to consider it neither consistent on their part, nor conduciveta e PRA N T
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churches and people under their pastoral care, to exchange public services, and
introduce opposite and discordant doctrines into their respective Eulpits; and
some of the most liberal have expressed a decided opinion, that such eschanges
are not advisable. Ministers of this last description have admitted the principle
of the limitation of exchanges, and have acted upon it. An instance is recollect-
ed to have occurred in Boston, where a minister advanced in the pulpit religious
opinions so much more liberal than those which were embraced by his brethren
of that very denomination, that they discontinued their accustomed exchanges
with him. The judgment of respected ministers of both the denominations re-
ferred to upon this subject, was adverted to on a former occasion ; ard however
perishioners may bave estimated the judgment of their own Parish minister, it
were to have been expected that they would have shown more regard and defer-
ence to the judgment of those ministers whose religious sentiments are in
accordance with their own. To what was observed on this subject, in my
answer to the first lemorial, I respectfully refer the Committee. What a clas-
sical author said many centuries since, is applicable to this case : Sunt certi deni-
g:aﬁm ; “there are at length certain limits.” What those limits are, it may

often difficult to define or discover ; but a minister of Christ is solemnly bound
to search for them by the light of the word of God ; and so far as they are made
plain to him, he ought religiously to regard them.

The unreasonableness o? asking or expecting a minister to have no exchanges
or pastoral intercourse, with ministers of the sare denomination as himself, and
of the same principles which the church holds now, and always has held from
its first formation, has been previously stated by your minister, who, on this

int, refers you to his communication to the Parish, of the thirty-first of May.

or a fair judgment in this case, he appeals to the tribunal of reason, and for
precedents to all the churches in Christendom. . *

For the ministrations in mz pulpit I acknowledge myself responsible. During
the recent period within which my exchanges have been more especially ex-
cepted to, I have more constantly than usual performed the services of my own
pulpit. When I did exchange them, I exchanged with wcrthy and respectable
ministers of our own principles. Had I, in accordance with the request of the
Parish, discontinued all exchanges with such ministers, I shoujd, indeed, have
departed from the’imm&mm:inl\uis_t_x& of my predecessors, and introduced an
innovation, which would have justly incurred the censure, passed in your pream-
ble upon me and my brethren in the christian ministry. The characters of those
ministers who bave preached for us, by exchange or otherwise, the last three
years, are too well known and respected, to require from me either apology or
vindication. P

It ought to be observed, that in the copy of the vote communicated to me, the
statement of the numbers voting, is no criterion of the state of the Parish in
relation to the main question. The vote, I am well informed, was understood
to be taken upon the preamble; and it was upou that understanding of the

- motion, that the minority voted. Nor did those parishioners who disapproved
the measures proposed in the notices for this Parish meeting, and for the pre-
ceding meetings subsequent to the first, make any effort to collect their e
namber; on the contrary, it was their prevailing opinion, that -it-was tot expe-
dient Tor more to attend, than a competent number to-sustain the memorials and
remonstrances. This, I am assured, is also true with respect to the number of
names subscribed to the memorial presented by parishioners to the Parish, at
its last meeting. No effort was made to obtain the signatures of all who had
expressed their disapprobation of the measures of the Parish.

The church is well united. The votes at a church meeting, for presenting a
memorial to the Parish, respecting a mutual council, and at a subsequént meet-
ing, for an address to the pastor, approving his procceedings, and his ministra-
tions, were nearly unanimous. Tge remonstrants of the seventeenth of May
having expressed their opinion, that ¢ were the females of the Parish allowed to
speak, a majority of them would entreat you to Torbear ;" —the pastor may be
permitted to subjoin an opinion, that, were the females of the Church, amounting
to nearly eighty, allowed to speak, much more would they use the same lan-
guage. [In estimating our religious state, the feelings and principles of so con-
siderable a portion of our stated religious assemblies, may not be overlooked.

While on the subject of the interior and general state of the church and
soviety under my pastoral care, I feel bound to say, that, so far from finding
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causes of discouragement in my ministry, during three or four of the last {uu,
I bave found very much to encourage me. The public services of the Sabbath,
it has appeared to me, have been attended by greater numbers, and with more
solemnily. The last ol these encouraging circumstantes has been repeatedly
obsehrv.ed b¥h ministers from abroad, occasionally preaching Lere. It was this,
with other

dications of more than ordinary attention to the concerns of reli-\

jon, that induced me to have meetings in the week time, as we had previously '

ad occasionally, for thirty years. The design of these meetings was, to pro-
mote the unf(y and extension of the Church, and the improvement of its mem-
bers in‘exemplary virtue and piety ; to instruct and assist the inquiring; and to
encourage all who who were disposed to attend them. The number of attend-
ants was, in a short tipe, so large, that it was found necessary to transfer the
meetings from a private dwelling-house to the court-house. There, for the same
religious purposes, lectures were held; and they were so frequented, as to
encourage their c(‘linunnce to this time. During this period, a divine blessing
appears to have attended our stated and occasional ministrations. The Church,
now consisting of nearly one hundred members, has received considerable ad-
ditions, and there are encouraging indications of ita_enlargement. Had the
Eutor disregarded the peculiar state of his flock at the time referred to; had

e declined (o meet the thoughtful and inquiring at any other time than on the
Sabhath, or in any other place than in that of our stated solemnities ; bad be,
out of the house of God, forborne all such religious exercises as he believed to
be adapted, with the divine blessing, to bring serious inquirers, especially the
young, “to the knowledge of the truth, that they might be saved ; "—he would
not have acted the part of a faithful shepherd ; and if, through his unfaithfulness
or neglect, any of bis flock had perished, their blood would have been required
at his band by the great Shepherd and Bishop of souls, Had he, above all
discountenanced and opposed sych religious inquiries, and such instructive and
dcvotional exerciscs, as the case appeared evidently to require, and closed or
obstructed the gate of the church te those who were  not far from the kingdom
of God ;" he would have incurred the “ wo " pronounced by our divine Lord
upon those faithless guides in the Jewish Church, who “ took away the key of
knowledge,” and siut up the kindom of heaven against meén ;’ who ¢ entered
not in themselves, uor suffzred them who were entering, to go in.”

With this presentation of facts, too important to be concealed, and of explana-
tions too material to be suppressed, I am entirely ready and disposed for a Mutual
Ecclesiastical Council. It ought, however, ta be a regular council, called and
organized according to the immemorial usage of the churches of New Englund.
‘To such a council it is, in my view, necessary that the Church under my pastoral
care be represénted. The Church, of their own accord, have asserted their right
to have a part in a transaction of such importance, as the calling of a council for
the purposes proposed by the Parish. They claim it by having been “ a party
in the settlement of the pastor;* by the ancient and general usage of Churches

)

ard Parishes, to act in concert in the settlement and removal of a minister j}— -

rartlcnlarly by the invariable usage of this Church ; and by the terms of the act,
ncorporating the trustees of the minjstry fund in this Parish, requiring the ll)-
propriation of the avails to such Congregational minister as shall be regularly
ordained and settled in the Parish, ¢ by the joint concurrence of the inhabitants
and the church thereof.” At the same time, the Church, ig a spirit of kindness
and conciliation, have, in their memorial, expressed thems&lves ¢ as desirous as
any of the Parish can feel, to adopt such measures as will tend to bring about
an amicable adjustment of all difficulties,—Provided, that the other inhabitants
of said Parish, according to general usage, unite with said Church and their pas-
tor, in calling a mutuafcouncil." A 1espectable number of parishioners, some
of whom are not members of the Church, have, in a memorial presented to the
Parish, the same view of the subject, and expressed their desire that the Church
mag be represented in the proposed Council.
alled as I was into the ministry here, by the distifct and  separate, yet con-
current invitation of the Church and of the Parish, and feeling, as 1 do and ought
to feel, a solemn responsibility for my pastoral care of the Church, as well
as for a sacred regard to its rights and privileges, I am not at liberty either to
overlook or to inferfere with its equitable claims. )
To the prormsal of the Parish for a Mutual Ecclesiastical Council, if regularly
called, according to the usage of our churches, and to the exyresa darea K S
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Church and of other respected parishioners, no member of the Church or Parish more
readily consents than

Cambridge, 28 January, 1829. A. HOLMES.

In the preceding paper, it is stated by Dr. Holmes, that

« It ought to be observed, that in the copy of the vote communicated to me, the
statement of the numbers voting is no criterion of the state of the Parish in relation
to the main question. The vote, I am well informed, was understood to be taken
upon the preamble ; and it was upon that understanding of the motion that the mi-
nority voted.”

In reply to the statements here made, we cannot forbear observing,
that we know of no better ¢ criterion,” by which to ascertain *the
state of the Parish,” in relation to the proposition Wfore them, than
the votes actually given by those present, and acting at the meeting.
How it could have been ¢ understood,” that * the vote was to be taken
on the preamble,” we cannot perceive. There was considerable discus-
sion as to the merits of the preamble and the propriety of adopting it;
and before the question was taken, the vote, appointing a committee
to propose a Mutual Council, &c. as adopted, was written otrthe paper,
containing the preamble, and immediately following the same, and the
whole — preamble and motion—was then read and offered as a distinct
proposition, for the consideration of the meeting. The question, thus
distinctly stated, was immediately followed by the vote, on which fifty-
five were for the affirmative. and fourteen for the negative. From the
above statement of facts, and we challenge a denial of them, let it
be decided, whether the frien